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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In November, 1 993, the Portland State University Faculty Senate voted 37 to 9 to adopt a new
approach to the general education of PSU students. This approach marked a sharp departure 
from the previous distribution based general education requirements. The new requirements 
envisioned general education as being based upon interdisciplinary and thematically linked 
courses developed and delivered by faculty from all parts of the University. The new 
curriculum and graduation requirements were intentionally designed to directly respond to 
the educational needs and aspirations of our students, both new freshmen and students 
transferring from other institutions. 
This report is the first of a projected series to the campus community. As such, it focuses 
broadly upon the current state of the implementation of the new curriculum and reviews 
consequences for the university, the faculty, and students. The several sections of the report 
have been completed by the persons responsible for and most knowledgeable about the 
different components of University Studies. These have been purposively been kept brief 
and where appropriate are supplemented by supporting source materials. Each section might 
provide a topic for subsequent reports. It is hoped that this report will provide the foundation 
for the broad campus-wide discussion of the curriculum and how to best achieve its full 
implementation. Such discussion is essential if the original vision adopted by the Senate is to 
be fully realized. 
Among the central features of the general education proposal and the resultant University 
Studies curriculum has been its research foundation. University Studies does not consist of a 
curriculum and requirements which are simply adaptations of programs found in small liberal 
arts colleges. Rather, it was built upon the analysis of a wide range of research including the 
1993 report of the PSU committee charged with studying retention issues, analysis of the 
findings of entering student surveys conducted by the PSU Office of Institutional Research 
and Planning, national research on curricular approaches and pedagogies linked to improved 
student learning, and national research on the curricular challenges confronting American 
higher education. 
Throughout the development of the proposal, the reality that a majority of our students are 
transfer students informed the development of the curriculum and the structure of the new 
requirements. The General �ducation Working group included representatives from the three 
metropolitan community colleges. These representatives greatly aided the construction of a 
curriculum which would not impose additional obstacles upon transfer students and, in fact, 
would make transferring into PSU less difficult than had previously been the case. 
The general education reform adopted in 1993 has provided the foundation for developing 
and delivering curricula which includes attention to the developmental needs of eighteen or 
nineteen year old entering freshmen as well as the even more complex mix of supports 
needed to be responsive to the needs and expectations of transfer students. The 
correspondence between the design of University Studies and the learning contexts of urban 
students, both freshmen and transfers, has contributed to the leadership position of Portland 
State University among urban and metropolitan universities. 
Prior to the action of the Faculty Senate, the report of the General Education Working Group 
was presented to and discussed in several all-campus forums and was the subject of the 
University symposium in Fall, 1 993. The symposium was attended by some 200 to 250 
faculty and about 100 students. The concluding discussions were held during meetings of 
the Senate on November 1 and 8, 1993. The minutes of these meetings are included as part
of this report. By the end of the campus discussion and review process during which the 
original proposal was amended in some significant ways, this curriculum reform was the most 
broadly discussed and scrutinized curriculum proposal in the history of our University. 
Coordinating the implementation of the new curriculum was the charge of the newly created 
Office of University Studies. Charles White was appointed Associate Dean for University 
Studies and the program was administratively located in the College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences. In what is now understood to be a major change from the previous set of
requirements, general education has become the responsibility of the entire University. The 
former requirements consisted of sets of courses delivered by some but not all departments 
with little or no coordination and curricular linkage, explicit objectives, or overall assessment 
plan. As Craig Wollner and Tom Biolsi discuss in their review of the evolution of faculty 
governance within University Studies, the Office of University Studies works with the several 
faculty governance structures to coordinate the different components of the curriculum and 
to support the more than two hundred faculty who have participated in some part of the 
University Studies curriculum. 
The University Studies curriculum has been implemented in phases: Freshman Inquiry began 
in Fall, 1 994, Sophomore Inquiry in 1995, upper-division clusters in 1996, and the Capstone 
in Fall, 1997. During the same period the University has continued to offer courses meeting 
the previous requirements as a parallel track available for students who began their post­
secondary work prior to the Fall of 1994. Since catalogues at PSU are valid for seven years, 
the former requirements will remain an option for some students until after the 2000-2001 
academic year. The University Studies curriculum is, therefore, not a fully implemented or 
fully realized program. The phase-in process was essential but it has meant that connections 
within and across the components of University Studies need considerably more development 
to fully achieve the curriculum envisioned by participating faculty. The discussion of 
Sophomore Inquiry and the Clusters by Michael Flower and Susan Agre-Kippenhan and 
Seanna Kerrigan' s review of the development of the Capstone elaborate upon this point in 
more detail. 
Implementation of Freshman Inquiry, Sophomore Inquiry, and the Capstone has included the 
necessity to support departments who allocate faculty time to University Studies or in some 
cases to hire faculty on a fixed-term basis. As Craig Wollner and Tom Biolsi point out, PSU 
is not overly rich with faculty resources and the demands upon faculty time have necessitated 
several adaptations in the original design of University Studies. However, the proportion of 
fixed term faculty in Freshman Inquiry has been about 32% which is below the University 
average. The budget section of this report details the transfers of resources to departments to 
assist participating departments to manage the reallocation of faculty resources. 
A major component of University Studies is the Mentor Program. Freshman Inquiry faculty 
work with undergraduate peer mentors. Sophomore Inquiry courses include small group 
mentor sessions led by graduate mentors. Leslie Rennie-Hill, Director of Mentor Programs, 
well documents the evolution, practice, and consequences of the Mentor Program. The 
degree of success of this component of University Studies was unanticipated and the full 
importance of mentors for student learning remains an area for further research. 
Among the first issues addressed as part of the implementation process was program 
assessment. From the outset, assessment has been an integral part of the planning and 
adaptation for implementing University Studies. Because this University did not have a 
tradition of or significant experience with program assessment there were few guidelines and 
the complexity of the undertaking was not well understood. The range of activities currently 
underway is presented in the assessment portion of the report. 
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During Spring, 1994, a committee drawn from the faculty, Counseling and Psychological
Services, and the Office of Institutional Research and Planning was charged with designing an 
over-time assessment plan for the new curriculum. The original design is included as part of 
the section on assessment. That design was based upon application of the ACT-Comp 
instrument supplemented by classroom environment measures and focus groups. Basing 
program assessment on the ACT-Comp has not been successful primarily because of the 
difficulties in administering the instrument. The ACT-Comp was chosen because it is the 
nationally normed instrument which comes the closest to measuring the goals of University 
Studies. It was administered to the first two cohorts of freshmen entering the program. 
Efforts were also made to sample seniors who had not experienced the University Studies 
curriculum. These efforts met with little success because of the reluctance of graduating 
seniors to participate in a two and one-half hour session-even when significant incentives were 
offered. This Spring the first of that original cohort will begin to graduate and an attempt 
will be made to complete the plan for those first two groups. However, because of the 
expense and the difficulties in administration the ACT-Comp will not be included as part of 
the future assessment activities. Each of these points with source materials is expanded upon 
in the section on assessment. 
In the introduction to the assessment section, Michael Toth describes the change in assessment 
activities from an early attempt at summative assessment built around the ACT-Comp to a 
deeper and more comprehensive set of formative assessments which will create the foundation 
needed for meaningful summative assessments of student learning. Until University Studies is 
a fully implemented curriculum, full summative assessment of the consequences of the 
curriculum is not possible. Some members of the faculty have requested a "cost-benefit" 
analysis of University Studies as one approach to assessment. Before this can be 
meaningfully accomplished there needs to be the broad discussion of what is meant by the 
concepts "costs" and "benefits," how those might be measured, and with what programs the 
results should be compared. 
Integral to these changes is the shift to focusing upon the classroom activities of faculty as 
opposed to outside assessments not related to the curriculum. Faculty committees are 
addressing the difficult tasks of defining standards for learning at the different levels of 
University Studies. The outcomes of these activities will include understandings of what is 
meant by excellent student writing at the freshman or sophomore levels, the definition of 
standards for numeracy, and how portfolios can be used to determine student achievement 
throughout the program. 
One outcome of the University Studies curriculum and how it is delivered was to have been 
improvement in factors identified by the 1993 Report from the PSU Committee on Student
Retention. That report identified six factors related to student perceptions of institutional 
caring and connection with the institution. Each was established as significantly related to 
retention. The questions which formed the basis of this analysis continue to be included as 
part of the entering student survey so changes in student evaluations can be tracked. Data 
from the Office of Institutional Research and Planning indicate considerable improvement in 
student perceptions of institutional caring about them and their connections with and within 
the University. 
The evidence about the effect of University Studies on student persistence is unclear except to 
note that our earlier understandings of retention were incomplete. It is also the case that the 
measurement of retention, typically Fall-to-Fall, does not adequately capture student 
enrollment patterns at an urban university. While the data indicate some improvements, 
particularly in projected time to degree, it is too early to expect a significant change in 
retention trends that have been established over a period of years. In some respects the 
retention issue is highlighted more than is appropriate, particularly in relation to the more 
critical issues of recruitment patterns and whether PSU is in fact assisting students to meet 
their educational goals, whatever those might be. 
One aspect of recent retention data which is not well understood is the consequences of the 
practice of admitting large numbers of entering freshmen who do not meet PSU admission 
standards. During the first three years of Freshman Inquiry over 20% (27% in 1995-96) of
the students in those classes were classified as special admission students and their retention 
was noticeably lower that was the case for regularly admitted students. For the current 
academic year the percentage has been reduced to 1 2% with noticeable effects on the classes 
and the possibility that over 90% of students beginning in the Fall will continue to the Winter 
quarter, a substantial improvement over previous years. 
The practice of admitting large numbers of underprepared students without having in place 
the necessary support programs created a number of problems in addition to retention 
numbers. Most importantly, these students entered a situation in which they were unable to 
meet expectations. Freshman Inquiry is not and should not be designed or expected to 
provide remedial education. Except for a few programs open to a limited number of 
qualifying students, such as TRIO programs, the University does not provide the additional 
support many of these students need. Without these supports many of these students either 
leave or fail. University Studies is working with the writing program and others to build an 
integrated system of assessment, placement, and support, but PSU does not at this point have 
those options for students. 
One response to these issues has been to enter into agreements with area community colleges. 
By establishing curricular and co-admission arrangements students can receive the work in 
academic foundations at community colleges while being co-admitted to PSU and the 
community college. The current agreement with Clackamas Community College is built 
from University Studies curricula and student service programs and is being held by many 
including some in the legislature as a model for future agreements. Mt. Hood Community 
College and PCC-Rock Creek have indicated a desire to enter into similar curricular and 
student support arrangements by Fall, 1998. The basis of these agreements has been the
mutual benefits of aligning with the University Studies curriculum and PSU student services. 
These curricular and student support arrangements could become very important to our 
University as the OSSHE budget environment enters a new era and PSU experiences increased 
competition for linkages with area community colleges. Students who do not meet minimal 
PSU criteria will be able to receive the support needed at a community college while 
maintaining a curricular and student service link as an admitted PSU student. This is a set of 
arrangements that is truly centered on the needs of many of our students. Joe Uris briefly 
presents the background on these arrangements in his discussion of community college 
connections. Also included is a copy of the memorandum of understanding signed by the 
presidents of Portland State University and Clackamas Community College. 
As the report unfolds it is clear that much has been accomplished during the three plus years 
that University Studies has been in the process of being phased in. Faculty participating in 
the program and those with some administrative responsibilities have been planning, learning, 
and implementing all at he same time. While acknowledging that there is much to be done 
before the original intentions are fully realized, the success of the program is apparent in the 
responses of students and faculty. It is hoped that this report will spur the discussion 
necessary for the continued implementation of the curriculum and its necessary articulation 
with the major and other degree programs. 
1· I. 
Organization of the Report 
The report is divided into six sections each of which include a brief overview followed by 
more detailed information and in some cases source materials. 
1. Overview and Budget. The report begins with an overview of the evolution and
major issues of the University Studies program. A copy of the debate in the Faculty Senate in 
November, 1993, when the new general education requirements were approved is attached.
This section also presents a review of the budgetary allocations to University Studies and from 
University Studies to departments and programs. Also included in this section is a review of 
the grant funds directly received by University Studies and the activities supported by those 
resources. 
2. Curricular Components. The report then moves to a discussion of the progress that
has been made so far in each of the curricular components of University Studies: Freshman 
Inquiry, Sophomore Inquiry, Transfer Transition, and Upper-Division clusters, and the 
Capstone. These presentations also include a review of problems encountered and work 
remaining to be accomplished. 
An important component of implementation of each part of the curriculum have been faculty 
development and faculty support. The concluding portion of the section reviews several of 
these activities and acknowledges that several issues continue. In particular, the program and 
the University have not yet developed a faculty support structure which is immediately 
responsive to issues faculty are experiencing in the classroom. Faculty teaching in University 
studies as well as those engaged with new approaches to teaching in other programs 
frequently encounter issues which cannot wait for the next series of workshops. University 
Studies is continuing to work with the Center for Academic Excellence to improve both 
development activities and ongoing faculty support. 
3. Mentor Program. The next section of the report reviews the mentor program. This
has emerged as a crucial element contributing to the success of University Studies. 
Undergraduate Peer Mentors work with faculty partners in Freshman Inquiry and Graduate 
Mentors team with faculty in Sophomore Inquiry. The discussion then moves to set forth the 
roles of mentors and a description of the selection processes and training program. 
4. High School and Community College Linkages. A significant development not
envisioned in the early discussions about University Studies has been the linkage of two high 
schools and, by the end of this academic year, three community colleges to the curriculum. 
The classrooms at Westview High School in Beaverton and Grant High School in Portland 
have proven to be effective learning experiences for students and very important for the 
presence of our University in those communities. This component of the report discusses 
how the relationships with these two high schools were established, the successes of the 
program, and the complications resulting from the explosive growth in student demand at 
both schools. 
The community college linkages began with an important set of agreements with Clackamas 
Community College. The discussion of community college relationships describes how these 
agreements set the context for the jointly developed curricular and student support activities. 
They have also provided the foundation for further cooperative efforts between the two 
institutions. 
During this past Fall quarter both Mt. Hood Community College and PCC-Rock Creek have 
committed to establishing similar curricular and student support arrangements by next Fall. 
In the face of increased competition from a variety of sources for curricular and other 
partnerships with area community colleges, the activities building from University Studies and 
supported by other programs have given Portland State a clear advantage. There is no 
question that both the partnering institutions and students gain from these efforts to build 
closer relationships with area community colleges. 
5. Faculty Governance. From the outset, a guiding premise of the reform of general
education and the implementation of University Studies has been that the program is faculty 
driven. The section of the report on faculty governance reviews the structures put in place to 
realize this premise as the components of University Studies have been implemented. 
6. Assessment. The final major section of the report focuses upon the assessment
activities within University Studies. The discussion begins with an overview of the original 
assessment plan which was developed by a faculty committee prior to the first classes being 
offered in Fall, 1994. Part of this discussion points to why this plan did not work and how
assessment within University Studies has shifted to a focus on classroom research and 
portfolio analysis. Embedded within this approach are the efforts of several faculty to 
develop clear assessable goals related to the goals of University Studies which can be 
implemented for the different levels of the program. This section of the report also includes 
data on student retention which is discussed in relation to historic trends and the 1993 study
on student retention. 
SECTION 1 
OVERVIEW AND BUDGET 
SECTION I 
OVERVIEW 
The adoption of the University Studies curriculum included a fundamental shift in the
responsibility for and the organization of the general education of all Portland State 
University students. It means that faculty, departments, and schools which have not 
historically been part of general education now share that responsibility with colleagues in the 
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, The College of Urban and Public Affairs, and the 
School of Fine and Performing Arts. The coordination of general education is now the 
responsibility of the Office of University Studies, rather than being a set of decentralized 
departmental offerings. These are significant organizational changes which have occurred 
during the continuing phased implementation of University Studies. 
Since the start of the implementation of University Studies in 1 994 over 200 faculty have 
participated in at least one component of the program. Fifty-three faculty, about one-third of 
whom have been fixed term, have taught in Freshman Inquiry and fifty-three have taught in 
Sophomore Inquiry. Since Fall 1 996 forty-three faculty have offered capstones on either a 
pilot or regular schedule basis. The largest number of courses are found in the upper­
division clusters and with few exceptions these include pre-existing departmental courses. 
Thus, the greatest impacts on faculty and departments occurs with the freshman, sophomore, 
and capstone components of University Studies. For faculty, these courses often mean the 
sharpest departure from regular classroom courses and therefore the greatest need for faculty 
development and support. For departments these courses involve faculty teaching courses 
which are not typically part of departmental curricula and involve a commitment of faculty 
resources, even though the student credit hours accrue to the department. 
General education now includes a clear purpose and set of goals rather than consisting of sets 
ofrequirements. This was a significant change because without clear, agreed upon goals it is 
difficult at best to assess the general education of our students. The vision contained in the 
original plan has been partially realized, adapted in some significant ways, and in others 
awaits full implementation to determine future directions and adaptations. Phased 
implementation was necessary but also means that full implementation, particularly for 
clusters and capstones, is yet to be realized. It also means that the program has been
implementing, learning, and adapting at the same time 
Purpose and Goals 
The general education requirements contained within the University Studies curriculum and 
the delivery of that curriculum are based upon research on student learning, student success, 
and the characteristics and goals of PSU students. The foundation of the curriculum is 
expressed in the statement of purpose and the four goals which have provided the basis for 
development of the curriculum and for assessment. Any consideration of the progress of 
University Studies must begin with a review of the purpose and goals of the curriculum. 
The purpose of the general education program at Portland State University is 
to facilitate the acquisition of the knowledge, abilities, and attitudes which will 
form a foundation for lifelong learning among its students. This foundation 
includes the capacity and the propensity to engage in inquiry and critical 
thinking, to use various forms of communication for learning and expression, 
to gain an awareness of the broader human experience and its environment, 
and appreciate the responsibilities of persons to themselves, to each other, and 
to community. 
From this purpose were derived four goal statements which have served as program guides. 
• ENGAGE IN INQUIRY AND CRffiCAL THINKING. To provide an 
integrated educational experience that will be supportive of and
complement programs and majors and which will contribute to ongoing, 
lifelong inquiry and learning after completing undergraduate education at 
Portland State University. 
• TO USE VARIO US FORMS OF COMMUNICATION FOR LEARNING
AND EXPRESSION. To provide an integrated educational experience
that will have as a primary focus enhancement of the ability to
communicate what has been learned.
• TO GAIN AWARENESS OF THE BROADER HUMAN EXPERIENCE
AND ITS ENVIRONMENT. To provide an integrated education that will
increase understanding of the human experience. This includes emphasis
upon scientific, social, multicultural, environmental, and artistic
components of that experience and the full realization of human potential
as individuals and communities.
• TO APPRECIATE THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF PERSONS TO
THEMSELVES, TO EACH OTHER, AND TO COMMUNITY. Provide
an integrated educational experience that develops an appreciation for
and understanding of the relationships among personal, societal, and
global well-being and the personal implications of such issues as the basis
of ethical judgment, societal diversity, and the expectations of social
responsibility.
Each course or course cluster or capstone in the curriculum is reviewed in relation to how 
they contribute to student progress toward the goals of University Studies. Similarly, the 
building and evolution of assessment activities are based upon determining student 
achievement of the goals. As guides to building the curriculum it has been important to have 
a statement of purpose and a set of articulated goals. These also seem to be widely accepted 
by students and are directly responsive to what employers are asserting that they are looking 
for in our graduates. Communication skills, values, critical thinking, teamwork, and 
leadership skills are all highly valued and all are found within the learning expectations of 
University Studies. 
While the purpose and goals of University Studies are generally understood by students and 
aligned with the expectations of future employers for the education and capacities of our 
students, they are not yet sufficiently refined to provide a clear guide for establishing and 
assessing learning outcomes. This evolution in the program is underway and is first focused 
upon Freshman Inquiry and Capstone courses. Defining in measurable terms the 
expectations for freshmen and subsequently for students at other stages of their careers is 
both necessary and daunting since the University has no history of systematic assessment of 
student learning. 
National Recognition 
Over the past four years Portland State University has acquired national recognition for the 
changes we have undertaken: The University Studies program has been a major element for 
that recognition. The Pew Charitable Trusts selected Portland State University to be among 
the first three recipients of the Pew Leadership Award. The other two recipients were Alvemo 
College and Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute. Nearly fifty institutions were nominated and the 
selections were made through a rigorous jury process including national leaders in business, 
government, and higher education. The W. K. Kellogg Foundation selected Portland State 
University to be an initial member of the Kellogg Network for Institutional Transformation 
along with the University of Arizona, Alvemo College, and Olivett College. 
Portland State University was also selected by the Pew Charitable Trusts to be a member of a 
consortium working on building curricula and student support structures appropriate for 
students at urban universities. Our partners in this project are the University of Houston, 
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Temple University, and Indiana University Purdue University-Indianapolis (IUPUI). As part
of this project Portland State has been given the lead responsibility for developing an entering 
student survey intentionally designed for all students, including transfer students, entering 
urban universities. A team from PSU is developing a draft of the instrument which will then 
be piloted by members of the consortium. This project holds the promise of providing 
significant and not previously available information which will become part of our overall 
assessment program. 
Over 200 institutions have either visited or requested information about the University Studies
program. The interest in what Portland State is doing is sufficiently wide-spread that the 
Journal of General Education has decided to devote a special issue to University Studies. 
Several faculty are currently completing articles for this issue which will then be submitted to 
the normal review process of the Journal. An article entitled "The New University" in the 
December 22, 1997, issue of BusinessWeek reviews the accomplishments of University Studies
and identifies Portland State as one of the universities that is years ahead of other institutions 
in meeting the current challenges facing American higher education. A final and prominent 
example is the recently published essay by Thomas Erlich, former president of the University 
of Indiana, in the volume edited by Robert Orrill entitled Education and Democracy: re­
imagining Liberal Learning in America ( 1997). Erlich is contrasting the prescriptions of 
Robert Hutchins and John Dewey for liberal education and in the course of so doing points to 
University Studies and Portland State University as leading examples of devising curricula to 
meet the needs and expectations of students and society (copies of both articles are available 
on request). 
The Local Context 
While the University Studies program has been a major component of the recent national 
recognition received by the University, local recognition has been slower in coming. It is the 
case that presentations made to local business leaders and potential donors are very well 
received. A typical comment is that Portland State is engaged in some of the most positive 
and exciting changes in the state. Whether this will lead to increased community support 
remains to be seen. 
Recruitment of new students is also a key area of concern. Recruiters report that parents of 
new students quickly grasp the goals of University Studies and are overwhelmingly 
supportive. Transfer students are often confused by the options open to them, but a majority 
are very attracted by the curriculum, especially the capstone. Recruiters report that it is 
sometimes difficult in short periods of time to explain the curriculum along with the other 
advantages of attending Portland State and that they are at work in refining the presentation. 
They indicate that University Studies provides a means to distinguish Portland State from 
other system schools and that our sister institutions are beginning to copy the key elements of 
the curriculum. 
Last year our applications from new freshman were up 12% over the previous year and
currently applications for the 98-99 academic year are up significantly from the same time a
year ago. Applications from Freshman seeking to begin this Winter Quarter are up 34% from
the previous year and admissions are up 20%. A somewhat puzzling trend is that applications
from Freshman transfers are also up substantially. 
It is certainly the case that these increases in applications and admissions cannot be solely
attributed to the University Studies program. The University offers a setting and a range of 
academic programs which attract students. However, it is the case that the reform of general 
education has not resulted in a decline in PSU' s ability to attract new students. 
Challenges 
At this point in the implementation of University Studies curriculum there are four major 
challenges to be addressed as the University moves toward full implementation. Each of these 
require continued growth in the stability and institutionalization of University Studies.
• Greater integration and coherence of the components of the University Studies
curriculum.
The phase-in of the University Studies program has meant that each component was 
developed and implemented separately. Now that at least parts of all four years are in place, 
the next and critical phase is for faculty to build linkages across the levels of the program. It 
has been the case that faculty teaching in different parts of the program were not fully aware 
of what was being accomplished in Freshman Inquiry or Sophomore Inquiry or what was 
intended by curricula for Clusters and Capstones. At this stage, the curriculum is at points 
disconnected with students not always sure about the connections among the components of 
University Studies. Two models are possible. One which is under development by a group of 
faculty focusing upon the Columbia Basin. They are in the process of building a four year 
curriculum so that students will be able to pursue this theme in depth from Freshman Inquiry 
through the Capstone. A second and more common thrust is for faculty teaching in different 
parts of University Studies to work together to build expectations and connections across 
levels. In this regard the phased implementation process has added to the difficulties of fully 
realizing the intentions of the curriculum. 
It is also essential that faculty continue to strengthen the coherence and linkages within
Freshman Inquiry and the Clusters. The reality that each year some faculty exit Freshman 
Inquiry and new faculty begin teaching that part of the curriculum has meant that building 
both within and across team coherence continues to be a challenge. Most, but not all, students 
in Freshman Inquiry receive similar levels of instruction across Freshman Inquiry goals. The 
approaches to meeting these challenges are to strengthen faculty support and define and 
assess expected learning outcomes. Both approaches have been started and significant 
progress has been made. 
• Integration of University Studies with the major.
The University Studies curriculum comprises the general education requirements to be met 
by all students, with the exception of those in the Honors College. It is, therefore, the set of 
educational experiences common to all students and the articulation of those experiences with 
the major will be a major focus for the continuing implementation of University Studies. 
From the outset a central goal of University Studies has been to support the success of 
students as they pursue their major. Clear linkages between the major and the general 
education curriculum are essential to fully realize this goal. The continuing discussions about 
the University Studies program should provide opportunities to explore these issues. 
• Completing design of liberal education goals and curricula and integrating with
the general education curriculum. 
For more than two years discussions have been held on the goals, content, and appropriate 
curricula for liberal education. The discussions continue and with the exception of the 
proposed changes in the Bachelor of Science requirements, progress is limited. 
It is significant that some within the campus community posit that University Studies is 
primarily concerned with process and therefore little concerned with the opportunity to 
include liberal education content. This view evidences a lack of understanding of the 
University Studies curriculum and ignores an opportunity to achieve general education and 
liberal education goals through linked and coherent curricular approaches. It is certainly the 
case that Freshman Inquiry emphasizes academic foundations and learning how to learn 
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within the context of rigorous courses. It is also the case that Sophomore Inquiry continues 
some of that emphasis but also includes a clear emphasis on the thematic content of the 
cluster. Cluster courses are primarily upper-division departmental offerings which faculty 
have attempted to link to courses offered by colleagues from other disciplines. It is simply 
not possible to claim that these courses are primarily devoted to process with little attention to 
area content. It is clearly possible to build linked courses from the different areas of
knowledge, such as the Science Cornerstones project, and build those into a curricular 
structure that is related to or part of University Studies thematic clusters. In order for the
overall curriculum to be completely implemented, the discussions on the linkages between 
general education and liberal education need to be reframed around defining the goals of 
liberal education and building the appropriate curriculum in relation to the opportunities 
offered by the structure of University Studies . 
• Complete implementation of assessment program which is linked to assessment
plans for majors and for the University.
There is no question that building from current assessment activities to a coordinated 
assessment program is a goal as the program becomes fully implemented and stabilized. 
Much progress has been made and groups of faculty are working on further implementation 
and coordination. However, as important is the coordination of these plans with those for the 
major and for the University. This University has not had a history of assessing student 
learning. Since the beginning of University Studies significant progress has been made both 
in the assessment of general education, but also in several departments and programs. A 
missing element is the coordination of assessment strategies for the different components of 
the entire curriculum and for the overall experience of students at Portland State University. 
Summary 
Over the past three plus years a great deal has been accomplished and many faculty have 
contributed to the implementation of University Studies. It is important to acknowledge that 
adaptation and adjustment to the needs and suggestions of students, faculty, and the 
institution have been a consistent element of the implementation process. The strength of 
University Studies has been the ability to acknowledge and incorporate suggestions from a 
broad array of students and faculty. In order to be successful the curriculum must continue
to change and adapt as we learn more .about our students and the needs of faculty. What is 
constant is the commitment to the learning of our students, to supporting the commitment of 
our faculty to excellent teaching, and to fulfilling the promise of this University as an 
institution of choice for Oregon students. 
Budget and Grants 
It is an understatement to observe that there is intense interest in the budget allocations to 
and from University Studies. This section includes tables which present the planned 
expenditures from the grants received from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation and the Pew 
Charitable Trusts along with budget summaries beginning with the 1994-95 fiscal year.
Also included is the analysis of depm1mental FTE trends since 1988 compiled by the
Budget Office from data provided by the Office of Institutional Research and Planning. 
FTE Trends 
An issue that is frequently expressed is the effect of allocations to University Studies on 
departmental positions. While it is difficult to state with certainty what is the relationship 
between funding for University Studies and departmental FTE, some indication is provided 
by the following document prepared by the Budget Office based on the PSU Statistical 
Portrait. These data show that for most departments the decline in faculty FTE, in some 
cases precipitous, occurred prior to the beginning budget for the 1994-95 academic year,
the first year for implementing University Studies. Beginning in that year many 
departments have experienced some additions to beginning budget FTE. 
(FTE document here) 
Grant Support 
The implementation of University Studies has been supported by grants from OSSHE, the 
W. K. Kellogg Foundation, and the Pew Charitable Trusts. The concern has been raised
as to what happens when that initial external funding reaches the end of the grant periods. 
The grants from OSSHE supported early assessment activities, the high school program, 
and other program costs. These grants have been completed with some of the funds 
inadvertently applied to CLAS at the end of the 95-96 academic year. University Studies
general funds were applied to completing the tasks required of the grants. The expenditure 
of these funds is detailed in the 1994-95 and 1995-96 budget summaries. OSSHE also 
allocated $1,000,000 to the University in June 1996 to support general education reform.
Attached is a copy of the original budgets for the Kellogg and Pew Grants. While some
changes have occurred, the activities listed have been suppo1ted by these funds. The major 
pottion of these grants is allocated to support activities which are not directly part of the 
operation and delivery of University Studies. Funds are allocated to faculty development 
and support activities, support for departments, support for high school and community 
college partnerships, development and implementation of companion courses, the student 
affairs fellows program, and student support activities such as the development and 
delivery of companion writing courses and the planning and implementation of a Learning 
Center. Each of these has been important for the initial phases of implementing University 
Studies and these funds have certainly provided flexibility for faculty development and 
support. The completion of these grants will mean less ability to provide a range of 
support to faculty and programs and it is certainly the case that a number of persons are in 
the process of seeking additional external support. However, the major costs of University 
Studies are not dependent upon these furtds and there is no expectation or plan to seek 
significant additional general fund support for the University Studies budget to replace 
these grants. 
(Kellogg and Pew Budget here) 
Bud2et Sum maries 
The following documents present the budgets and expenditures for University Studies 
beginning with the 1994-95 fiscal year through the projections for the 1997-98 fiscal year. 
As a percentage of the total PSU budget the allocations to University Studies for each fiscal 
year \Vere: 
94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 
Total Budget: 1.7% 1.8% 2.1% 2.0% 
Instructional: 2.3% 3.4% 4.0% 3.8% 
(budget documents here) 
In addition to the expenses for faculty, the Mentor Program, departmental support, and 
faculty support has assumed responsibility for developing and distributing a variety of 
promotional and advising materials, for broad participation in summer orientation, hosting 
campus visitors, and a variety of other activities which have been covered by expenditures 
from the services and supplies budget. These expenditures constitute a significant portion 
of the services and supplies budget and are expected to continue. 
Overall, the University Studies budget has reached a level of stability in which future 
changes will be incremental rather than adding on support for the phase-in of new program 
components. The areas where increased support will be needed are: 
• Additional administrative support for the Mentor Program.
• Support for continuation and possible expansion of the high school and
community college partnerships.
• Support for assessment activities.
An area which is difficult to project is future enrollment. This concerns not only projected 
increases in freshmen but also transfers entering the University at different levels. The 
number of classes needed to meet the demand at different levels may increase if student 
enrollment patterns show increases and/or shifts among the different components of the 
curriculum. 
The major fiscal goal for the next three years is to stabilize and institutionalize University
Studies. A major component of the strategy for meeting that goal is to permanently transfer
funds currently applied to fixed-term faculty from the University Studies budget to that of 
some departments to support new tenure related positions. Those departments wilJ be 
expected to make permanent commitments to Freshman Inquiry and Sophomore Inquiry. 
This process was piloted three years ago by the Department of Anthropology. Discussions 
are currently underway with four departments for commitments beginning in the 1998-99 
and 1999-2000 academic years. The goal of the process is to ensure the ongoing
participation of several key depa11ments while reducing reliance upon fixed-term faculty. 
·} 
FACULTY SUPPORT 
Campus Discussions/Symposic: 
(Workshop) 
Faculty Grants 
(Personnel) 
Dissemination 
(Dissemination) 
Training/Workshops 
(Workshops) 
Departmental Transition 
(Personnel) 
Teaching Fellows 
(Personnel) 
Capstone 
(Personnel) 
Program Support 
(Personnel) 
Total-Faculty support 
K-16 Initiatives 
Inter-Institutional Ventures 
(Workshops) 
_Joint Symposia 
(Workshops) 
_Faculty D�velopment-Support 
{Educational Materials) 
Joint Working groups 
Kellogg-Pew 
KELLOGG BUDGET 
··�·� --- -- �"-
1 2 3 4 Totals 
Kellogg Kellogg KellOQg Kellogg 
20,000 10,000 15,000 15 ,000 
50,000 30,000 10,000 
15,000 10,000 
25,000 25,000 
75,000 50,000 
35,000 35,000 10,000 
15,000 15,000 
10,000 
245,000 175000 35,000 15,000 470,000 
10,000 10,000 10,000 
10,000 5,000 
50,000 25,000 25,000 35,000 
10,000 5,000 
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Kellogg-Pew 
(Workshops) t-'---�-'--'-- --·-·--+---·---·· ·--+------+------1f-------+----� 
35000 195,000 35000 Total K-16 Initiatives 80,000 45,000 --t----
Student Support 
t�---·-�r======-==--��--_-_-_-_-_-_- _-� - ��-·-- ----� -- ---+------t------r--------. Student Affairs Fellows 50,000 25000 20,000 
(Consultants) I 
Summer Institute 
_ ____ ,_ __ _§_,OqQ. __ __ 2_5__;c ,_o_o_ +- ·----+--- ---r---- -, 
_(Workshops)=-----+------1-- ---1------ --1------ ------ --t 
Learning_ c_ e_n_te_ r ____ -+--____ 5 __ , _oo_ o _____  5_0_:__ , o_o_ -+-- -2_5_...:. ,_o_o_o+--- ---+------·--. 
(Educational Materials) ___  �·----------- -----1------+--- ------- · -
Companion Courses 5,000 40,000 20,000 20,000 
(Educational Materials) 1 �------_._ ___ _ _  ,____ -4- ---+-------+-------+-------t
_Total-Student Su ppo�._t __ --t--___ 1_5 _o _o _o __  1_6_5_0_0_0-+-----7_0_0_00-+--___ 4_0_0_0_0+-__ 2_9_ 0_0_0----10 
... --·---- -t--·------+--- ---- ·-------t-------+-- ---------
· ----'---------+--- ---.--- ----tf---· -�-----------;
Dissemination-Assessment1 ---- ----- -t-------+------- ---+-------+---------t--------i
Publications-Conferences 20,000 25000 10,000 10,000 -·-�--'-----+------+-- --'-- �-� 
.tDisseminatip 
_  n_,__ ) _____ ---+-------f------ --- ------------- --1 
Assessment- Support 20,000 ·---- --'�------+------" 10000 
_(.�D_ is_s_e_m_in_a_t_io_n_,_) -------+-- -- -+-- ..··----------+-- ------- --1 
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KELLOGG CATEGORIES 
-·---·------
-+------·--t--------t·---------+--- --t 
Personnel 185,000 130,000 20,000 0 335,000 ·--t-- --"---t-----'--�------+-----'--� 
Consultants O 50,000 25,000 20,000 95,000 -----t-------!-----+-···----------+-----'----- -+-----'-- +---- --"'--1 
Workshops 80,000 80,000 25,000 15,000 200,000 -�---;----
-·-
--'--
-�
.._____ _
_ 
Educational Materials 60,000 115,000 70,000 55,000 300,000 
Dissemination 55,000 45,000 10,000 10,000 120,000 
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-�----··"· 
Total 
"�--�-· . ' 
� --, ................ . �---·---�- ---
PEW AWARD 
-�-� ��·--·-� 
-- -----
Fac�!!Y _ _ Re��ats 
Curriculum Grants 
- ·---�--
_f�acul!X_ Travel/Workshops 
·-
---� 
' -
--
M_?nag_�ment of Studen� Oat�_ 
f�w (:leguired Travel 
380 ,000 
,__. 
YEAR 1  
25,000 
40,000 
7,500 
30,000 
c--
15,000 
�-�·--,-����� _  ,___ 
TOTALS 117,500 
Kellogg-Pew 
420,000 150,000 100,000 1,050,000 
YEAR 2 YEAR 3  TOTALS 
__ __ ,, 
__  25,000 --·· 50,000 
·
--- 40,000 40,000 -· 
7, 500 15 ,000 
30,000 60,000 
15 ,000 15,000 45,000 
117,500 15 ,000 250,000 
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Compiled Dec 30, 1 997 
UNIVERSITY STUDIES 
EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1 994-1 995 
As of June 30, 1 995 
PROGRAM/A�COUNT TITLE GENEBAL FUND OSSHE GBANT TOTAUBALAN�E 
SQur�g Qf Funds; $ 984 , 369.00 $ 48,350.00 $ 1,032, 7 1 9.00
Exoenditur��· 
BY SCHOOUPROGRAM 
Cnllem� of Uheral Arts and Sr.ienr.A� 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Anthropology $ 33, 088.00 
Black Studies $ 45, 775.00 
Chemistry $ 4 1 , 1 20 . 00 
Computer Science $ 30,844.00 
English $ 1 1 3 , 752 . 00 
Geography $ 1 9,586.00 
History $ 2 1 , 700.00 
LinQuisitics $ 2 1 , 062.00 
Mathematics $ 79, 894.00 
Physics $ 53,080.00 
Sociology $ 500.00 
Speech Communication $ 1 0,432.00 
Total Transfers $ 470 ,833.00 
Funds Spent by University Studies For: 
Facultv Support in College of Liberal Arts & 
Scien ces $ 2 , 634.40 
Total College of Liberal Arts & Sciences $ 473,467.40 
CollAnA of  Urban and Public Affair� 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Administration of Justice $ 1 7, 990.00 
Total Colleae of Urban & Public Affairs $ 1 7,990.00 
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Compiled Dec 30, 1 997 
PBQGRAMIACCQUNT TITLE 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Office of Academic Affairs 
Counseling & Psychological 
Student Affairs 
Total Transfers 
Funds Spent by University Studies For: 
Counseling & Psychological 
Research & PlanninQ 
Student Affairs 
Total Expensed 
Total Expenses for Independent Services 
SQhQQI Qf EdYQatiQa 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Curriculum & Instructional
Funds Spent by University Studies For: 
Educational Policy & Administrtative Studies
Total School of Education 
�r.hool of Fine and Performina Arts 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Art 
Music 
Theater Arts 
Total Transfers 
Funds Spent by University Studies For 
Art 
Total Expensed 
Total School of Fine & Performing Arts 
TOTAL BY SCHOOUPROGRAM 
SERVICES & suePLIES 
Peer Mentor Training-Catering 
Additional Facultv/Department Suooort, and Publications 
GENEBAL FUND QSSHE GRANT TOT Al/BALANCE 
$ 500.00 
$ 1 8,476.00 
$ 4 , 425.00 
$ 23,40 1 .00 
$ 776.98 
$ 776 . 9 8  
$ 5 8 6 . 55 
$ 2 ,  1 40.5 1 
$ 2 5 , 54 1 . 5 1  
$ 2 3 , 084.00 
$ 425 . 0 0  
$ 23,509.00 
$ 9 , 64 1 . 00 
$ 25,474.00 
$ 8 , 397.00 
$ 43,5 1 2 . 00 
$ 3 8 . 72 
$ 3 8 . 72 
$ 43,550.72 
$ 584,058.63 
$ 1 , 034.00 
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Compiled Dec 30, 1 997 
eRQyRAM/ACCQUNT MLE 
and Development 
Total S&S 
Labor & Other PAvroll Exoenses 
Student Salaries 
Peer Mentors-Stipends 
Peer Mentors-Tuition Remission 
Other Students-Administrtative Support 
Total Student Payroll: 
Graduate Mentor Stipends 
Faculty & Staff Support 
Unclassified Salaries 
Unclassified Pay 
Classified Salaries 
Over Time-Classified 
Benefit Compensation 
Other Payroll Expenses 
Total Labor & OPE 
Total Expenditures 
TOTAL AVAILABLE/TOTAL EXPENDITURES 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
GENl:BAL AJND QSSHE GRANT IOTAUBALANCE 
89,772.00 $ 40, 350.00 
9 0 , 806.00 $ 40,350.00
50,400.00 
1 2 ,450.00 
29,494.00 
92, 344.00 
5 ,238.00 
1 1 5 , 795.00 $ 8 , 000.00 
5 , 700.00 
1 8 , 036.00 
7 1 7 . 00 
6 ,473.00 
3 1 , 8 1 1 .00 
276, 1 1 4 .00 $ 8 , 000.00 
950,978.63 $ 4 8 , 3 5 0 . 0 0
33,390.37 $ .. $ 33,390.37 
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Compiled Dec 30, 1997 
UNIVERSITY SlUDIES 
EXPENDITURES FISCAL YEAR 1 995 ... 1 996 
As of June 30, 1996 
PROGRAM/ACCOUNT TITLE GENERAL FUND OSSHE GRANTS TOTAUBALANC E  
Source of Funds: $ 1,351,610.00 $ 82,559.00 $ 1,434, 169.00 
Exoenditures: 
College of Liberal Arts and Scienc�s 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Black Studies $ 46,835.00 
Computer Science $ 63 ,530 .00 
English $ 99,786.00 
Geography $ 22, 313 .00 
History $ 42,910 .00 
Linquisit ics $ 21, 179.00 
Mathematics $ 82,642.00 
Physics $ 56,019.00 
Philosophy $ 29,491.00 
Women's Studies $ 6 ,939.00 
Total College of Liberal Arts and Sciences $ 471, 644.00 
Colleae of Urban and Public Affairs 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Urban Studies & Planning $ 20 ,046.00 
Total College of Urban and Public Affairs $ 20,046.00 
lndeoendent Services/Offices : 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Counselling & Psychological Services $ 17,476.00 
Student Affairs $ 9,070.00 
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Compiled Dec 30, 1997 
PROGRAM/ACCOUNT TITLE GENERAL FUND OSSHE GRANTS TOTAUBALANCE 
Total to Independent Services/Offices $ 26,546.00 
School of Educatign 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Helen Gordon Center $ 3,855.00 
School of Education $ 23,084.00 
Total School of Education $ 26,939.00 
School of Fine and Performina Arts 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Art $ 1 6, 708.00 
Music $ 26, 238.00 
Theater Arts $ 1 6,533.00 
Total School of Fine and Performing Arts $ 59,479.00 
TOTALTRAN SFER S BY JOURNALVOUCHER $ 6 0 4 ,6 5 4 . 0 0  $ -
-
Services & Sunnlies Exoenses 
Travel , Fixed Costs , Publications , Events and 
Equipment $ 1 23, 298.57 $ 14,486. 26 
Total S& S $ 123, 298.57 $ 14,486. 26 
Labor & Other Pavroll Exoenses 
Student Salaries 
Peer Mentors' Stipends-Estimated $ 1 03,950.00 
Peer Mentor 's Tuition Remission-Estimated $ 1 2,450.00 
Other Students Pay $ 58,01 7.08 
Total Students Salaries $ 1 74,41 7.08 
Graduate Teaching Assts Stipends $ 108,71 2.00 
Administrative Support 
Unclassified Salaries $ 1 98, 635.00 $ 5, 100.00 
Unclassified Pay $ 33,079.00 
Classified Salaries $ 1 8,031.04 
Temporary Employees Pav $ 1 1 , 701. 1 6
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Compiled Dec 30, 1997 
PROGRAM/ACCOUNT TITLE GENERAL FUND OSSHE GRANTS TOTAUBALANCE 
Over Time-Classif ied $ 1,480.30 
Benef it Compensation $ 7,847.67 
Other Payroll Expenses $ 80,023.42 
Total Labor & OPE $ 633,926.67 $ 5, 100.00 
Total Expenditures $ 1 , 36 1 , 8 7 9 . 2 4  $ 1 9 , 5 86 . 26 
TOTAL AVAILABLEfl"OTAL EXPENDITURES $ (10,269.24) $ 62,972.74 $ 52,703.50 
Page 3 
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UNIVERSITY STUDl$S 
EXPENDITURES FISCAL YEAR 1 996-97 
As of June 30, 1 997 
eBQGBAMIACCQUNT TITLE GEHERAL FUffl2 W.. K. KELLOGG PEW LEADERStDE! QSSHE GBANTS IQIAl.llALA�CE 
S�nn:�� 2f Eund1· $ 1 , 589 , 52 1 .00 $ 380,000.00 $ 1 1 7,500.00 $ ( 8 , 752.00) $ 2,078,269.00 
- -· 
r.nllAnA of I ihAr!:ll Art� !:lnrf - . 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Black Studies $ 50,223.00 
Center for Science Education $ 58, 948.00 
English $ 8 1 ,037.00 $ 5 , 000.00 $ 5 , 000.00 
Environmental Science $ 4 , 000.00 
Foreian Lanauaaes & Literature $ 3,000.00 
Geology $ - $ 5,000.00 $ 5 , 000.00 
Historv $ 27,096.00 $ 5 , 000.00 $ 5 , 000.00 
Honors $ 3,999.97 
Linquisltlcs $ 24, 684.00 
Philosophy $ 1 2, 280.00 
Physics $ 47, 900.00 
Speech Communications $ 2 , 9 1 6.00 
Women's Studies $ 1 1 , 004. 00 
Total Colleae of Liberal Arts & Sciences $ 327,087. 9 7  
Colleae of Urban and Public Affairs 
Funds Transferred bv Journal Voucher To: 
Political Science $ 8 ,000.00 
Urban and Public Affairs $ 49,398.00 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 
Total Colleae of Urban and Public Affairs $ 57, 398 . 00 
Office of Academic Affairs 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Academic Excellence $ 20,000.00 
Miller Librarv $ 204 . 80 
Counselina & Psvcholoaical Services $ 23,337.00 
Total of Academic Affairs $ 43,54 1 . 80 
School of Education 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Child and Family Studies $ 1 ,500.00 
Total School of Education $ 1 500.00 
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fBQGBAMIACCQUNTTITLE GENEBAL FUND W.. K. KELLQGG PEW LEADEBSHlf OSSHE GRANTS TOTAUBALAHCE 
School of Fine and Performina Arts 
Funds Transferred by Journal Voucher To: 
Art $ 40,566.00 
Music $ 28,590.00 
Theater Arts $ 28 , 1 95.00 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00 
Total School of Fine & Performlna Arts $ 97,35 1 .00 
TOTAL BY SCHOOUPROGRAM $ 526.878.77 $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00 
- & - --
Travel, Fixed Costs, Publications, Events and 
Eauioment $ 22,675.68 
University Studies S&S Expense for Faculty: $ 80,624.63 
Grant Funds for S&S $ 1 37,395 . 5 1  $ 1 2,639_25 $ 8 , 752.00 
Total S&S $ 1 03,300.31 $ 1 37,395 . 5 1  $ 1 2, 639.25 $ 8,752.00 
I Ahnr & nth•r DAvrnll -
Students Summar l 996; 
Graduate Mentors $ 5 ,520 .00 
Peer Mentors $ 1,200_00 
Advisini:t Team $ 9,600.00 
Graduate Research Assistant $ 300.00 
Total Students Summer Pay $ 22,620.00 
Graduate Teachina Assistants-Regular Pav $ 1 1 5,530.00 
Peer Mentors-Stu Pav-Rei:iular $ 1 54 ,847.00 
College Work Study Program $ 284.00 
Office Assistant $ 3,523-80 
Web Site Oevelooment $ 1 ,632.00 
Total Student Pavroll $ 298,436.80 
Teaching Fellows in History $ 64,008.00 
Teaching Fellow in Phvsics $ 64,008-00 
Teachina Fellow in Socioloav $ 32,004.00 
Teaching Fellow in Speech Communications $ 32,004.00 
Total Teachina Fellows Payroll $ 1 92,024.00 $ 95,409.99 
Unclassified Salaries $ 1 76, 1 45.87 $ 23,408.82 
University Studies Hired Faculty $ 7 1 , 1 56.00 
Summer 1 996 Unclass Facultv $ 26, 807.00 
Amount in Curriculum Develoo $ 54,750.00 
Amount in OSSHE Grant $ 1 0, 5 1 5.00 
Clackamas CC Facultv Trainina $ 5,400.00 
Classified Salaries $ 47,254. 00 
Temoorarv Emolovees $ 4, 1 4 1 .43 
Overtime-Classified $ 230.78 
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eaoGeMttACC9VNI.IfTLE; ___________ _ .__ �1;Ng_MLEUtiP __ _ w JC KE�LQG�L __ ____ eew_u:ADER§tt•e _ _ _ _  9SSf1_E_GEWmL T9JAM'MbM1�_e. ____ _ 
Benefit ComJ?�_fl�ation 
-- --·· ---- ----- �---------- - ----· ·---- _ _j1 ___ ___ _ _ __g_q_!__fl}'.����--,___. .. __ __ .. _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _  __ _ _ _ _ _____ _ _ . . . . . . .. ., .... " .... -·- . .. - __ ___ ----- -- - --· - -- -- --.----- -----·--- - --·--- - ----··------· --- - - - _ __ ___ ____  
Other PayIQ!!_ Exp�nses 
__ -------------- ___ $._ ___  J_2_�!§_�_!'._�_Q _ ________ ____ __ _ _______ _ .. _ . .. .. __  . .  -- --- - ·  ··---"- - · ---· - - -- · - ·  . - - --------·--- ·-- --------·-·- __ ___ _ _ ______ ___  __ 
Total Labor & OPE 
-- - - - ---� - - - -··-·---- _$ _______ !!.Q.���§.-1!.��.!L _j __ 11_�L��.8 .81  � _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ ______ _ -: ______ _ ·--- _ _ _ _  -.. --- -----�--- ·--- ____ _ 
---! -- --- '------............... ��-�---- +---- -- ··- · ···-·"· · ·� -·,· ··�- � .. �-�- ----�-��·- .............. 1--�·-··· - ---�-� ��-�-�- -��-'-� �----��- -------t 
TOTAL AVAILABLE/TOTAL �PE�plTURES 
"--- ---------- ---·--+----- -+-- ------- -----;---- ----- - - - - ------1.....-.------ ------- -------···-·-- ·-- --- ----- ----- ·--
-----!-- ------ -�--L-��.,··-·----••-·-----1- -----·�·-��-f---.-·�------�-··--- i-----�·m-��� --��� ....... �- �------
·-----------1· -------+----�--·"""""-�-·-· '-·�--�- � - ·--�·--·-��--·-�• •••----�-,•••u�•�•- -��--� ·-�----�·-·-�·-
---------------+--------!---------+---- ------· . . ---· ------�---+ ------ --
--------- ----- ---4---- ____  _.___ __ _____ ----+----------���·-,-��-�--�--------+-- ---·------
--f--------.1---- ---t------ �-�-'· - �·---··--------�- �----- ------'-- ------
---- 1--- - --- --1---- --- '---·---·--
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FACULTY SENATE MINUTES 
NOVEMBER 1 AND 8, 1993 
DAVID JOHNSON, noting that he rarely speaks at the Faculty Senate, moved in 
the strongest possible �nns, to accept the report written by the General Education 
Working Group, along with the motion in G2. WOLLNER seconded. 
MOOR/FORBES offered the' . following substitute motion: "That the Senate 
approve in principle the adoption of a pilot program �wherein the general 
educa.tion program proposed h¥· the General Education Working Group would be 
1 1  
made available to entering first term freshmen as an optional alternative to the 
present requirements, and that the proposal be referred ' to the appropriate faculty 
committees for their review and recommendations. " 
OSHIKA, without objection, offered to tum the meeting into an informal 
consideration of the question as if we were a committee of the whole. This eases 
some of the parliamentary rules. In response to a question by A. JOHNSON, 
OSHIKA noted that one possibility is that the vote on the proposal would occur 
on November 8.  
FRANKS noted that Senators would be receiVing data from OAA in mid-week, 
and would like to ensure that no vote be taken before we have the information. 
With that stipulation, she had no objection to moving into informal discussion. 
OSHIKA stated that we were now in that informal mode. 
WlilTE described modifications (the October 27, 1993 report) to the Senate. He 
also discussed the handout from Duncan Carter, describing how the program fits 
into the Writing Intensive Course Pilot Program. White showed what the new 
General Education· Program looks like. He also noted that the following people 
have been added to the Working Group: Devorah Lieberman, Speech 
Communication, and Carol Mack, Chair of Curriculum and Instruction in the 
School of Education. He also thanked the committee members for their 
dedication and their work, and described the excitement that members still have 
after eleven .months of work. 
Changes in the October 27, 1993, report include the following: 
1 .  Freshmen courses are not traditional core, and are now referred to as "Freshman 
Inquiry, "  which more accurately reflects the mission. 
2. �uncan Carter helped improve the writing aspect throughout the four years of the 
program. 
3.  Suggestions by Darrell Millner and Johanna Brenner significantly improved 
diversity across the curriculum. 
4. Interdisciplinary aspects of the program continue to be improved, especially at the 
sophomore through senior levels. 
5.  Course clusters continue to be improved. 
6.  The committee name has been changed, to delete the word "advisory. "  
WlilTE then discus� the merits of program. The key focus is on 
ENHANCEMENT of student education. FEASIBILITY is generally not 
addressed by committee's charge, and will receive responses from the Provost. 
The question of whether to have a PILOT PROGRAM is important. Phased 
implementation is required by the current proposal. The program will be phased 
in over a four year time period. The committee argues that pilot concept is 
) -
, . 
12 
vague, complex, confusing, costly, and uncertain. It would also be unclear about 
when to end the pilot. 
A. JOHNSON asked what the status of the General Education Committee was, 
whether it was constitutional or otherwise. REARDON noted that implementation 
would be considered by appropriate Faculty Senate bodies . . 
BOWL.DEN wanted to know why a pilot was desirable. MOOR thought that 
there were significant concerns that full-scale implementation would presumably 
direct resources from underfunded departments. He �ondered whether the 
· benefits would be worth the cost. He also wondered· what the academic benefits 
of the new program were. A pilot would enable us to determine whether the 
approach actually works. This· would also allow us to determine what the 
outcomes are. 
In response to OSHIKA's questions,  REARDON thought that the new program 
might help resource allocations, and might give the university better assessment 
methods. He also thought that many other benefits might accrue to the 
university. These nlight go beyond what otherwise might be expected. BEESON 
thought control groups would help us evaluate the program. He stated that there 
are many models across the country, some as pilots, some as phased-in, and some 
as voluntary. 
MIDSON th��mght the pilot would really need four years or more, because the 
normal expectation is a four year phase-in. 
REECE wondered what committees would be involved in implementation. 
OSHIKA thought these would be those normally involved in curriculum, such as 
the Curriculum Committee, ARC, and the like. MOOR, REECE, and OSHIKA 
all thought that we would need to specify future �mmittee work. 
DAVIDSON thought that freshmen orientation was not comparable to general 
education, and would not make a good comparison to the General Education 
Freshman Inquiry. 
DeCARRICO wondered if an optional program would make the reallocation of 
resources even more difficult than the current proposal. WHITE thought that if 
the program were optional, he would expect most students to take the new 
program. He noted that incoming freshman can graduate under their catalog or 
any newer one, so the old plan would be required for 7 years also. 
TOULAN reminded the assembly that we need curricular reform. The current 
proposal is as good as any; a pilot program would lead to confusion, and 
educational objectives would not be achieved. We as faculty are here to make 
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crucial educational decisions for the students. A pilot would not be an 
appropriate control group, but would be biased toward student selection based on 
advisor or student perception. DAVID JOHNSON agreed, noting that the pilot 
would not meet either educational or cost objectives. We should be reminded that 
course content is based on faculty control; this proposal would restore faculty 
positions on the basis of majors. 
ADJOURNMENT 
At 4:45 p.m. OSHIKA returned the Senate to formal session. A. JOHN:SON moved to adjourn; 
,the motion was approved, and OSHIKA noted that the Senate would continue on November 8 .  
THE SENATE RECONVENED ON NOVEMBER 8 AT 3:00 P.M. 
OSIIlKA called the meeting to order at 3:00 PM and made the following announcements: 
1 .  There has been trouble with the mailings. Anyone who does not receive a mailing by 
November 29 should call Alan Cabelly at 5-3789. 
2. The next Steering Committee meeting will by November 15 , at 3:00 PM·, in SBA 690. 
3 .  There is consideration of moving the Senate to CH 53 , the newly remodeled room with 
the Starship Enterprise technology. Senators are asked to consider whether they would 
like to move. 
4. There are minor editorial changes to be made to G2, p. 1 :  
Freshman "Year" should be changed to Freshman "Inquiry. "  
The word "core" should be deleted. 
#2: Delete the words, "Each course must be" 
Bottom line: delete the word "core" 
5.  All senators should have received two handouts from the Provost's office: "Questions 
Related . . . " and "General Education Curriculum. " 
Continuation of Gl 
A. JOHNSON/DeCARRICO moved the acceptance of the Graduate Council recommendations,  
with the addition of the Beeson/Rad memo of November 8. 
SPOLEK noted that the Graduate Council had been asked to do this, but felt that the dual listing 
was inappropriate because they felt that the content was not dual. The departments and the 
Senate Steering Committee asked them to reconsider, which they did, without coming to a new 
decision. There was concern about precedent, and about misleading students. The Council felt_ 
that two courses should be listed as Geology, and one as Civil Engineering. RAD knew that the 
l I 
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memo had been given to the Graduate Council, and that this is not duplication, but is anti­
duplication. The courses are half civil engineering and half geology. This is a joint venture, and 
should be encouraged. Part of the goal is to upgrade the level of earthquake awareness in both 
the general public and the technical professional community . These courses will help this occur. 
DIMAN read from the December 3, 1 990 report of the University Curriculum Committee, 
where it discussed cross-listing: " 'Cross-listing' occurs when two or more departments share 
responsibility and perhaps SCH for one course but list that course in the Bulletin and Time 
Schedule with separate department prefixes . "  The report later says that "The Committee has 
adopted for Bulletin purposes the following policy, based on OSU' s practice, for cross-listed 
courses: (1) Such courses must contain the same numbers, titles, credits, and prerequisites , 
With prefixes indicating the departments offering the course; (2) Descriptions for such courses 
must reflect identical content; (3) A distinctive indicator (such as "slash-listing") must indicate 
clearly (a) that each course is cross-listed and (b) which department is primarily responsible for 
it; and (4) the Bulletin must state that a cross-listed course may only be taken once. " DIMAN 
thought that this policy has not been changed. 
SVOBODA asked why the Graduate Council differed from this policy. SPOLEK said that the 
Graduate Council had not been aware of the policy, and had asked for this type of information. 
Another institution had been told that it could not do this. Finally, the Council still felt that the 
courses were distinct in their content: two geology, and one civil engineering. In response to 
a question form DAVID JOHNSON, SPOLEK noted that he has not found the specific 
requirement given to the other institution . RAD thought that if a policy prohibiting cross listing 
existed, then it has been violated many times on this campus. SMITH noted that the instructor 
has roots in both discipliries, and that the content has developed in both simultaneously. 
PARSHALL believed that the proposal met the university guidelines; TOTH thought that if the 
proposal had been accepted at the undergraduate level , it should also be accepted at the graduate 
level. 
HOLLOWAY recalled that he had been chair of the Curriculum Committee when the policy read 
by DIMAN had been written. He said that this kind of decision had been just fine. HALF.S 
thought that the proposal should be approved ·with the stipulation that the numbers be brought 
into alignment; RAD noted that this had been tried, and that because of different numbering 
systems, this was impossible. This will not cause confusion to the students, because they will 
not be switching between departments. 
SVOBODA asked that the overlap between MTH 565/566, Experimental Design and Methods ,  
and other applied statistics and research design courses be clarified. SPOLEK stated that the 
math department had responded by saying that these were theoretical courses, were not discipline 
specific, so approved the courses. SVOBODA thought that there was much research design 
overlap on campus, and asked what the general view towards this was. SPOLEK thought that 
no permanent policy decisions would be made now, but that the current Graduate Council was 
willing to allow each discipline to develop their own courses, after consultation with the Math 
department. 
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In response to TOTH's question, RAD noted that a student would not be permitted to take any 
course more than one time, except by normal university rules allowing a student to repeat a 
course. A student could get credit for the course content only one time. 
KRUG called for the question, G l  as amended by the November 8 Beeson/Rad memo. 
The motion PASSED unanimously. 
· Continuation of G2 
OSHIKA noted that there were two motions on the floor, the main motion as proposed by the 
General Education Working Group (with minor editorial changes as noted earlier)°, and the 
motion by MOOR (listed with the November 1 minutes) to substitute a pilot program. 
Without objection, OSHIKA asked that the Senate return to informal session, as it had on 
November 1. No objection occurred, and the informal session began. 
In response to FARR's  question, WHITE noted that it was not required that every course be 
interdisciplinary. BIIBSON then assumed that all courses be reproposed in the Curriculum 
Committee, because they are not in the catalog as 4-credit courses. WHITE noted that the 
fourth credit is writing/communication, and that it would of course go before the Curriculum 
Committee. OSHIKA then stated that all curriculum revisions would go through the normal 
processes . 
MOOR asked PERRIN if the analysis done by the Provost's office considers this. She said that 
her analysis was based on student credit hours, and that it was looked at on a course-by-course 
basis to see how it would affect the numbers. Release time might be the only area impacted by 
the extra credit. 
In response to TOTH's question, WHITE noted that all new courses would have to pass through 
some screening process. TOTH was also concerned that scheduling would become random or 
cafeteria style, simply with a set of mixed components. WHITE stated that the General 
Education Committee would ensure that clusters fit together. SVOBODA then asked if the 
workshop group would ensure that each cluster touched on all goals. WHITE noted that each 
4-credit course and track does not touch on all the goals. However, students talcing various 
courses will touch on most goals. 
REARDON thought that the real key is to provide a mechanism to allow faculty to respond to 
General Education needs. We cannot anticipate what every course would look like before it 
moved into place. The important process is to keep General Education from drifting once it 
began. A mechanism to foster this is needed. · 
B�ON then asked if there were mechanics to force students to take math and science. 
LATIOLAIS, noting that he is the committee member from the Math Department, said that the 
courses are being developed to have numeracy, elementary statistics, and algebra. The basic 
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foundation will exist. GRECO then asked about the requirement to have, e.g. ,  a literature 
student be required to take a science track. Will we require students to take courses from 
outside of their major track, in interdisciplinary tracks. WHITE said that the University of 
Washington has sequences/clusters so the experience range occurs; however, advising is 
important. WHITE does not envision a student graduating without science. 
BJORK, noting that he is a former freshman advisor, wondered what would happen if a 
freshman responded only to professional goals, ignoring the general education requirement. 
WHITE said that the student Dl\W take freshman inquiry before the sophomore requirements. 
FARR, referring to p. 1 of the OAA report, thought that the new plan directs most 200 and 300 · • 
courses to disciplinary courses and not to general education. That moves us away from the 
philosophy of exposing people have coursework outside of their discipline, and into developing 
skills. BAI.SHEM thought that this would happen only if we allowed it to occur. Our 
thinking/teaching allow us to reach out in scholarship/teaching. As a personal exercise, she 
listed all the courses she taught, and asked herself what she was trying to achieve in these 
courses. In particular, what is the specific body of knowledge, and then what was the meta level 
of analysis'? For many courses she really needs the assistance of s�me other faculty member to 
teach what she truly desires. The -interdisciplinary approach facilitates this. At the heart of this 
proposal is the agenda of what we desire to do at this university. 
WINEBERG, Chair of the Academic Requirements Committee, read the following prepared 
text: 
I am troubled by th.e fact that the Faculty Senate is being asked to vote on the General 
Education Working Group Proposal, that if approved, would completely overhaul the 
undergraduate curriculum; yet, there is nothing in the proposal about how to implement 
the curricular changes. 
I find it incompr_ehensible that the proposal eliminates the diversity requirement. The 
Academic Requirements Committee spent two years evaluating the merits of a diversity 
requirement including how to implement such a requirement. The diversity requirements 
has been in effect for only one year and already there is a move to eliminate this 
require�ent with the rationale being that too many courses can be used to meet the 
diversity requirement; yet, this is exactly what the Faculty Senate wanted. In the winter 
of the 199 1-92 academic year, the Academic Requirements committee drafted a proposal 
outlining the criteria to be used in evaluating what constitutes a diversity course. The 
Facul!)' Senate would not approve the ARC's proposal stating that the criteria were too 
narrow. The ARC was instructed to revise the criteria making it more inclusive, the 
result being that about 1 10 courses can be used to meet the diversity requirement. 
It seems ludicrous to eliminate the diversity requirement with the hope that diversity will 
somehow be introduced into the curriculum. Why not amend the current proposal to 
include the diversity requirement? If after several years it is show that diversity issues 
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have been incorporated into the undergraduate curriculum ,  then it  would make sense to 
eliminate the diversity requirement. 
The proposal has substantial gaps when it comes to transfer students . According to the 
proposal, a transfer student who comes in as a sophomore (i .e. , has 45 credits) does not 
have to take the freshman inquiry courses. A transfer stude9t who comes in with 43 or 
44 credits would be required to take 15 hours of freshman inquiry. This will cause much 
ill will and animosity among these transfer students not to mention the possible financial 
implications for the students. Secondly, what happens to someone who takes the first 
freshman inquiry course and then does not attend school winter term? Will this person 
have to wait until next winter to continue the sequence? What if  the core faculty have 
changed and the student has completed only two of the three required freshman courses? 
Does he have to start all over again? 
It would be prudent to address some of these issues before voting on the proposal. Why 
not allow the appropriate senate committees an opportunity to discuss some of these 
issues and then report back to the Faculty Senate in the January meeting with their 
comments before voting o_n the proposal. 
REECE noted that the October 27 document, on p. 6 and 7, addresses diversity . He read the 
following from the report: "First, faculty teaching in the general education program will be 
required to complete faculty development which focuses upon how to include diversity issues 
within the courses they are developing or adapting for the program. "  "The second element of 
our approach will be to insure that persons with expertise in developing and delivering courses 
related to diversity, particularly those faculty who teach in the Women's  Studies and Black 
Studies Programs, are members of the general education committee. " REECE thought that this 
would increase, not decrease knowledge of diversity among students . Committee members feel 
that there will be a great deal more, not less �ching of diversity within the new program. 
TOULON compared the new curriculum to architecture. When you start building, you do not 
start with the furniture. You start with the foundation. The question we should look at is on 
the quality of the concept. Many problematical issues of implementation will be resolved later. 
This document is as good as any we could develop. We could be here until next Monday if we 
want to list and examine all the details. OSHIKA thought that this statement was true, and 
suggested that now might be a 'plausible time to go back to regular session to resolve this.  
BEESON agreed, but thought that the substitute motion deals with this .  He thought that the 
details were important, and that the pilot responded to that. TOULON clarified his point, stating 
that the committee could have responded to all the details if it had developed a 300 or 400 page 
document. This probably was not feasible. 
AHL.BRANDT, agreeing with Toulon, thought that there could be problems with any new 
proposal. He stated that his perspective at PSU was a new one, so he wanted to look at what 
attributes employers tell us they need from workers. These include the ability to communicate, 
the ability to work within teams, to be flexible, to made decisio!ls with limited data. These are 
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all key elements in this proposal. In todays world of work, we are going from a very 
hierarchical to a decentralized work environment with flexibility and interdisciplinary teamwork, . 
with cycle time reduction and rapid decision making. These are the kinds of strategies that are 
making companies competitive; those who cannot adapt to this will not achieve success in the 
years ahead. Our new curriculum helps companies in our region and our students grapple with 
these issues� He expressed the fact that he will be proud to be associated with this new 
curriculum. We should move ahead now without a pilot because this is fundamentally good 
here; it is not right to make students wait to work out all the nuts and bolts. 
DAVID JOHNSON wanted to reiterate what Deans Toulon and Ahlbrandt said. He had many 
remarkable discussions with people on both sides of the question. Most faculty are seeking 
answers, are working together to improve general education. MOOR thought that the motive 
is that there is uncertainty about the quality of the proposal. Thus, we do not want to expand 
on something that might limit our ability to teach. We are unsure about the benefits; with this 
uncertainty, it is unwise to take the risks. He believed that the benefits of pilot are the same as 
full scale implementation, without the risks. If the proposal fails, a wholesale move would cost 
much. The risk is not worth taking. REARDON reminded the Senate that the only students for 
whom this is required would be new PSU students, entering in the fall of 1994, with no prior 
college. If this is a pilot, with sttident options,  we can not test it because it would not involve 
random selection. REARDON also wanted to know how we would assess the pilot because we 
have no goals of current program. MOOR reserved the right to answer these questions later. 
DeCARRICO thought that a pilot project would not lead to full commitment of the faculty, so 
the results would be different .  If this were done on a full scale basis , we would all be 
committed, giving a better chance of success. DAVIDSON commented on the cost/benefit 
process, from the benefit standpoint. She had previously been involved in a similar program, 
where the benefits to the faculty were strong with little cost. The faculty became engaged with 
people they had never worked with, enlivening themselves, and revitalizing their careers. 
WINEBERG saw no comments about evaluation or implementation in the proposal. He 
wondered whether this or another group would implement it. 
BUNCH was impressed with the proposal, noting that the President sait that this might be the 
most important action taken on this campus in ten years. He was also impressed with the fact 
that the deans were as positive as they were about it. However, the US Senate is dealing with 
problems, and finds it important to deal with the details . Items such as NAFrA , welfare, and 
health care begin with pilot programs: Wisconsin pilots welfare reform, and Oregon health care 
reform. This might be a great principle, but we might be moving too fast. The devil is in the 
details. At some point, the whole faculty should be brought in on the decision making if we 
want their commitment. 
EVERHART identified problems with the pilot. By 1996 all high school students graduating 
will have had a curriculum that matches up with this one . By 1996 the high schools might be 
more advanced than we are if  we only implement a pilot. GRECO thought that full 
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implementation would let us respond to the tough questions that are being _ raised. WOLLNER 
endorsed what has recently been stated by Deans Everhardt and Ahlbrandt. There are many 
extenal pressures and variables favoring a full scale move into the program. 
OSHIKA, without objection, moved the S�nate back to a regular session. 
MOOR wanted �to answer the question of assessment. He thought ihat it would be difficult to 
assess success of a pilot in the absolute. We would simply use outcome measures before and 
after for both programs. Determining this is like finding a cure for cancer. If I pray and you 
use medicine, we can see the results and then make comparisons. He agrees with much of what 
i� in the proposal; there are many good concepts here, including the opportunity to engage in 
interdisciplinary work. PERRIN stated that we can assess old vs. new by comparing new " no 
prior academic credit" freshman with new " few prior credit" freshman who will take the old 
program. This is a built in pilot. SCHAUMANN thought that the pilot would give us a built 
in control. If we go to the new program, we cannot evaluate the new program . 
The Question was called .  The motion to substitute the pilot program FAILED, by a secret ballot 
of 32 to 15.  
COOPER then asked about the impact of general education on reaccreditation. The questions 
to be asked include whether you have a clear general education goals, and whether you have 
evaluated your success towards achieving these goals. WHITE said that, if approved, skillful 
people on campus could immediately begin the assessment phase. 
In response to a question from A. JOHNSON, OSHIKA stated that the proposed implementation 
date was fall 1994, with freshman inquiry classes beginning at that time. 
LALL was concerned about the flexibility in the system. In particular, he wanted to know what 
would happen with people who come in and out of university . WHITE noted that these are 
year-long courses. LALL would like to see stand alone courses. WHITE said that there has 
been much discussion about this issue: e.g. , if a student takes off winter, could the student 
return in the spring. They could, and pick up what they missed in the summer. In response to 
A.  JOHNSON1 s  question, WHITE preferred keeping students together for pedagogical reasons, 
but realized that this could not be required. Students will be advised to do so, but will have 
much flexibility. 
FOSQUE asked about student retention, wondering what would happen if much transferring 
between groups occurred. WHITE thought that it probably will not happen this way, and 
OSHIKA thought that many contingencies were possible. WHITE then agreed with 
SCHAUMANN' s  assumption that students picking _up many credits in the summer would not be 
effective because of summer jobs. He preferred that most of the course work be within the three 
academic terms. 
ERZURUMLU was interested in the broader picture , noting that this is a major step towards a 
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new way of advancing general education, and that the committee has given us a method of 
resolving what is a national issue. Fine tuning will of course be necessary, but PSU becoming 
a leader in this is great. 
RAMALEY repeated the analogy of building construction,  noting that it always has changes after 
the blueprint has been approved. Here we want to define the "Form Given Goals , "  then work 
through the furniture, color of upholstery, etc. It is terribly important to trust our judgment and 
our faculty; we will be able to solve many of these problems later. e.g . , Mary Ricks can 
provide much of the data needed to see if our freshmen will get out of synch. We have fifteen 
years of data, and can agree on a broad base of national experience. We then are talcing the 
pational experience and relating it tO our campus. We have escrowed the resources needed to 
do this. We don't  have to argue about the dollars needed to make this work. The Provost's  
answers say the dollars are in the bank. This is  the lowest risk approach that we can take to 
solve this problem, and I commend all those who have spent their time and thoughtful attention 
on this. 
WINEBERG wanted to know who will review and implement the program. OSHIKA stated that 
these discussions have begun, an� that the course changes will go through standard university 
governance processes. 
The Question was called. The main motion in G2 , to implement the General Education proposal 
PASSED, by a secret billot of 37 to 9. 
OSHIKA announced that there was sherry available at K-House. She congratulated and thanked 
everyone involved for their hard work. 
ADJOURNMENT 
OSHIKA adjourned the meeting at 4:45 PM 
SECTION 2 
CURRICULAR COMPONENTS 
FRESHMAN INQUIRY 
S OPHOMORE INQUIRY AND CLUSTERS 
CAPSTONE 
TRANSFER TRANSITION 
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT 
REVIEW of FRESHMAN INQUIRY: 1993-98 
Initial Course Development: 
Freshman Inquiry courses, the first element of University Studies to go on l ine, began 
being developed in the fall of 1 993 . Two courses-Understanding Einstein 's Universe 
and City Life-were initiated by faculty in anticipation of the program's acceptance and 
had an extensive history; three subsequent courses-Ways of Knowing Home, America 
as a Pluralistic Society, and Values in Conflict-were developed by groups of faculty 
who first came together in the early spring of 1994. These faculty provided the initial 
cohort of 24, working in teams of four and five members to develop and del iver the 
curriculum in the five d ifferent themes . 
Faculty were provided with an extensive development program through a series of 
workshops over the course of the summer of 1 994 which included presentations by 
faculty from both on and off campus . 
The technology resources , which included individual computer workstations for 1 4  
students in  each o f  the three peer mentor rooms, 1 0  portable computers for each o f  the 
two main classrooms, and large screen monitors for both computer and video presenta­
tions , were completed quite l iterally the night before classes began in September, 1994. 
Internal Governance: 
As the academic year progressed, the Associate Dean for U niversity Studies was re­
quired to turn an increasing amount of time and attention to the next phase of the pro­
gram, Sophomore Inquiry. Original ly,  it was thought that the entire Freshman Inquiry 
faculty could meet once a month and d evelop a model of internal governance that fol­
lowed that of a typical university department. This did not turn out to be manageable. 
Subsequently, in concurrence with the Associate Dean, the faculty teach ing in  Fresh­
man Inquiry initiated a "faculty council" as the means to foster internal communication 
and facil itate decision-making. This informal group consisted of one representative 
from each of the five Freshman Inquiry themes and met once or twice a month . They 
original ly worked as a participatory democracy but soon learned that a division of la­
bor and assigned responsibil ities was more efficient. At the end of the first year, in  the 
spring of 1995 , the council proposed that the Freshman Inqu iry faculty at large elect 
one person to coord inate the council for a two year term, with the other members cho­
sen by their respective teams to serve on the council on either a year-long or term­
rotation basis. In the spring of 1 997, a new council coord inator was elected with the 
term of office increased to three years . The council currently meets either weekly or 
bi-weekly depending on the number of issues and concerns which need attention . The 
coordinator also s its on the University Stud ies Council and holds an ex officio position 
on the University Studies Committee. 
Academic Year 1 994-95: 
Fol lowing are the total number of faculty, FTE, and composition of the Freshman Inqu iry 
faculty teams : 
Freslunan Inquiry Report, Pnge I 
Faculty : total number = 26; FTE= 16; by theme: 
•Einstein's U niverse: Eric Bodegun (physics), Tony Wolk  (Engl ish), Martha Balshem 
(anthropology), Ron Narode (education), Devorah Lieberman (speech communica­
tion)/Judy Patton (dance) . 
•City Life: Charles Tracy (criminal justice), Ann Weikel (history) , Joe Poracsky 
(geography), Candice Goucher (black studies), Emily Young (art) . 
•Values in Conflict: Chuck White (political science),  Lorraine Mercer (Engl ish), Jack 
Straton (physics), Linda George (chemistry). 
•Ways of Knowing Home: Shelley Reece (Engl ish), Gene Hakanson (CAPS),  Paul La­
tiolais (math sciences), Will iam Tate (theater arts), Karla Fant (computer science) . 
•American Plural ism: Becky Boesch (appl ied l inguistics), Dorothy Williams (math sci­
ences), M ichael Toth/Marvin Kaiser (sociology), Karen Strand (music) ,  Francis Wam-
balaba (black stud ies) . 
· 
During the summer of 1 995 two sections of a modified version of City Life were taught 
by Charles Tracy and Gene Hakanson on an experimental basis .  Twenty-seven stu­
dents completed the course. 
Academic Year 1995-96: 
Following are the total number of faculty, FTE, and composition of the Freshman Inquiry 
faculty teams : 
Faculty: total number= 25;  FTE = 1 6; by theme: 
•Einstein 's  Universe: Eric Bodegun (physics), Tony Wolk (English), Judy Patton 
(dance), Martha Balshem (anthropology), Ron Narode (education). 
•City Life: Charles Tracy (criminal justice),  Ann Weikel (history)/, Joe Poracsky 
(geography), Candice Goucher (black studies) , Emily Young (art) . 
•Values in Conflict :  Lorraine Mercer (Engl ish), Jack Straton (physics), Linda George 
(chemistry) , Veronica Dujon (sociology) . 
•Ways of Knowing Home: Shelley Reece (Engl ish), Gene Hakanson (CAPS), Paul La­
tiolais (math sciences), Will iam Tate (theater arts), Susan Hopp (student affairs) . 
•American Plural ism: Becky Boesch (appl ied l inguistics) , Dorothy Will iams (math sci­
ences), Michael Toth (sociology), Karen Strand (music) ,  Francis Wambalaba (black 
studies) . 
During the summer of 1 996 two sections of a modified version of City Life were again 
taught by Charles Tracy and Gene Hakanson. Twenty-seven students completed the 
course. On the basis of two years of low enrollments it was subsequently decided to 
discontinue offering an intense one term repl ication of an essential ly three term course. 
Academic Year 1996-97: 
This year saw the first major turnover of the faculty and change in the course offer­
ings . Nine of the original 25 faculty left Freshman Inqu iry to return to their home de­
partments and Ways of Knowing Home was dropped from the curriculum and replaced 
by a new theme cal led Work and Play. In add ition, a second course of City Life was 
created to trail the first course by one term, i . e . ,  starting winter quarter, continuing in  
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spring, and completing the three quarter sequence the following fall (th is came to be 
called the City Life Trailer) . 
Teaching Fellows: 
In March of 1996 a new aspect of the program was introduced in the form of Faculty 
Teaching Fellowships . Initial plans were to establ ish 1 0  such fellowships ; this was 
subsequently reduced to 6 for the first year with additional fellows possibly being 
added in subsequent years . These fellowships were designed to attract relatively new,  
young, and l ess experienced Ph .D. 's to  participate in the freshman year of  the  program 
for a period of two to three years. They would hold joint appointments, 1 13 in the de­
partment of their respective d iscipl ines and 2/3 in University Studies (a d istribution 
identical to those regular faculty teaching in the program) . The fel lows were recruited , 
interviewed, and selected by a set of committees consisting of faculty from both the 
prospective home departments and University Studies .  This first cohort of fellows 
joined the department over the summer of 1 996. 
In addition to the six teaching fellows, eight members of the regular PSU teaching 
community joined the program to teach in Freshman Inqu iry. 
Following are the total number of faculty, FTE, and composition of the Freshman Inqu iry 
faculty teams : 
Faculty : total number= 30; FTE = 1 8 .5;  by theme: 
•Einstein's Universe: Eric Bodegun (physics), Lois Becker (history), Yves LaBissiere 
(psychology), Tony Wolk (Engl ish)/Barbara Guetti (Engl ish), Judy Patton (dance) . 
•City Life: Charles Tracy (criminal justice), Dean Frost (psychology) , Brad Crain 
(math science)/Greg Jacob (Engl ish), David Holloway (Engl ish) , Monica H al ka 
(physics) . 
•Values in Confl ict: Lorraine Mercer (Engl ish) , Jack Straton (physics), Linda G eorge 
(chemistry), Veronica Dujon (sociology) , Mark Trowbridge (art history). 
•Work and Play: Lisbeth Lipari (speech communications), Shawn Smal lman 
(international stud ies), Jul ie Smith (environmental science), Candyce Reynolds 
(CAPS), Scott Parker (theater arts) . 
•American Plura1 ism: Becky Boesch (appl ied l inguistics), Richard Beyler (h istory), 
Michael Toth (sociology), Karen Strand (music), Francis Wambalaba (black stud ies) . 
•City Life Trailer: Martha Balshem (anthropology), Priya Kapoor (speech and com­
munications), Teresa Taylor (international studies) . 
Academic Year 1997-98 : 
This year saw some add itional changes . Another six of the original faculty cohort left 
to return full-time to their regular academic appointments. A new theme, The Colum­
bia Basin, was introduced . Eight faculty totally new to University Stud ies were added 
from the PSU community . Two new fellowsh ips were established,  this time in as joint 
appointments in University Studies and the Office of Student Services. Again, a 
shared process of recruitment and selection was fol lowed and the two new fellows were 
ass igned responsibil ities in both teaching and advising that would move toward a closer 
l iaison and eventually integration between these two functions . 
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Following are the total number of faculty, FTE, and composition of the Freshman Inquiry 
faculty teams:  
Faculty :  total number= 30; FTE= 1 9 . 1 ;  by theme: 
•Einstein's Universe: Tony Wolk (Engl ish)/Barbara Guetti (Engl ish) , Judy Patton 
(dance), Don Howard (physics), Sean Dobson (history), Yves LaBissiere (psychology) . 
•City Life: Charles Tracy (criminal justice), Greg Jacob (Engl ish) , Dean Frost 
(psychology), David Holloway (Engl ish) , Joyce O'Halloran (math sciences) , Monica 
Halka (physics) . 
•Values in Conflict: Lorraine Mercer (Engl ish), Jack Straton (physics), Linda George 
(chemistry), Fred Nunn (international studies), Mark Trowbridge (art history) . 
•Work and Play: Lisbeth Lipari (speech communications), Shawn Smallman 
(international studies), Jul ie Smith (environmental science), Candyce Reynolds 
(CAPS), Scott Parker (theater arts) . 
•American Plural ism: Becky Boesch (appl ied l inguistics), Richard Beyler (history) , 
Michael Toth (sociology) . 
•City Life Trailer: Martha Balshem (anthropology), Priya Kapoor (speech communica­
tions) , Teresa Taylor (international stud ies) . 
•Columb ia Basin:  Ken Ames (anthropology) , Todd Duncan (physics), Grace Dil lon 
(Engl ish) . 
Internal Informal Assessment and Development: 
An internal informal assessment process which characterizes much of the activity with­
in Freshman Inquiry . Th is includes daily conversations among faculty, mentors, stu­
dents, and staff which maintains a constant flow of information. As issues and d iffi­
culties surface they are immediately attended to; they often become the stimulus for 
new procedures or altered curriculum; sometimes they form the basis for classroom 
research projects; frequently the feed into faculty development or other support activi­
ties . The FRINQ faculty council acts as a forum for exchanging ideas and news across 
the themes, a source of advice for shaping pol icy , and a veh icle for new initiatives . 
Currently underway are: 1) the development of a FRINQ Faculty Handbook that wil l  
provide new faculty with a better understanding of the aims of the program and how 
they are implemented and a clearer statement of faculty expectations; 2) the establ ish­
ment of a FRINQ l istserv to further on-l ine d iscussion of teaching ideas and concerns; 
3) the creation of website teach ing resource data base in order to make classroom 
techniques, teach ing exercises, and assignments more read ily accessible  to al l faculty . 
Ongoing Development Work: 
The activities just mentioned give some sense of the constant development work that 
characterizes much of University Stud ies and which is currently ongoing with in Fresh­
man Inquiry . Our three years of experience has enabled us to identify some areas 
where significant improvements can and should be made. The following is a l ist of 
those which seem most important to us at th is time, many of which are inter-related . 
• Increased consistency across the freshman themes , some of which may be modeled 
through the portfol io assessment project currently underway; 
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• More expl icit operationalization of the goals,  includ ing specified outcomes and 
modeled exemplars; 
• Increased clarification of faculty expectations and improved consistency of teaching 
approaches; 
• Stabil ization of faculty commitments and investment in order to maintain program 
continuity and provide improved faculty mentoring; 
• Continuing to d evelop and improve the teach ing resource bank ; 
• Better faculty support in a variety of forms: immediate Gust in time) classroom 
'
assistance; on the job (almost in time) mini-workshops; access to outside expertise; 
specific instructional requests (e.g. , group skills, diversity training, conflict and 
management) . 
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Sophomore Inquiry/Interdisciplinary Clusters 
GOALS : Sophomore Inquiry (SINQ) courses are intended to build upon the foundation put in 
place by Freshman Inquiry. Each of the SINQ courses is an introduction to a thematically-linked 
cluster of courses drawn from a number of disciplines . SINQ courses include small group, mentored 
sessions to assist students further develop modes and habits of inquiry as they grapple with rich, 
interdisciplinary course content. It is an expectation that SINQ courses begin a more direct focus 
upon topics and strategies related to the Human Experience and Ethical Issues and Social 
Responsibility goals of general education . Cluster courses allow students the opportunity to study 
thematic content from several disciplinary perspectives. To the degree that cluster course faculty 
make them explicit, commonalities and conflicts among differing disciplinary approaches to 
production of knowledge are part of the cluster and course structure rather than remaining hidden, 
obscure or otherwise unremarked by faculty or students. 
CLUSTER AND COURSE DEVELOPMENT: Nearly all SINQ courses are newly developed, 
while a few are substantially modified versions of courses that once served other introductory 
purposes . At present there are a total of 23 clusters averaging 1 7  courses each. On average each 
cluster is comprised of courses from six departments (the range is from 3 to 1 0), with each 
department within a cluster being represented by 3 courses (on average) . Thus, most clusters are 
substantially interdisciplinary in their composition . Indeed, the original call for clusters required at 
least two departments be involved; all clusters have met the minimum requirement and most have well 
exceeded it. 
•African Studies 
•American Studies 
•Archaeology 
•Asian Studies 
•Classic Greek Civilization 
•Community Studies 
•Environmental Sustainability 
•European Studies 
Table 1 :  Interdisciplinary Clusters 
•Famtly Studies 
•Freedom, Privacy and 
Technology 
•Healthy People/Healthy Places 
•Knowledge, Rationality and 
Understanding 
•Latin American Studies 
•Medieval Studies 
•Morality 
•Nineteenth Century 
•Popular Culture 
•Professions in Society 
•Renaissance Studies 
•Sciences and Humanities 
•Science in the Liberal Arts 
•Women' s  Studies 
At least four additional clusters are under discussion or about to be presented to the Cluster 
Coordinators Committee and University Studies Committee for approval. Two of these four are 
sufficiently well-developed that their SINQ courses may be offered for the first time in spring term, 
1 998 .  As Table 2 shows, we have managed to average about 1 9  sections of SINQ each term 
(exclusive of summer session) . 
Table 2 :. Number of SINQ Sections 
Year Summer Fall Winter Spring 
1 99 5-6 1 20 1 3  1 9  
1 996-7 2 22 1 6  1 9  
1 997-8  5 24 2 1  
During the first year SINQ was in place ( 1 995-1 996), 1 369 students were enrolled in classes with an 
average of 27 students. The following year 1792 students were enrolled (an increase of 24%) and 
average class sizes were 32.  The growth in enrollment by academic term is shown in Figure 1 .  
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Departmental and faculty participation in SINQ/clusters is substantial and widespread as already 
suggested above. For example, more than 50 faculty have participated in SINQ courses in the period 
1 995-1 997. At the cluster level there are presently about 400 courses l isted as part of one or more 
clusters, and more than 1 50 faculty are involved in teaching them. Routinely, about two-thirds of 
these courses are offered over the course of an academic year. If we look at cluster courses over the 
period 1 996- 1 997 (Table 3), we see an increase in their numbers . At present there are about 30 
different departments/units contributing to SINQ and/or the associated interdisciplinary clusters (see 
Table 4 below). 
Table 3 :  Number ot Cluster Courses 
Year Fall Winter Spring 
1 996-7 5 8  6 2  7 5  
1 997-8  8 3  
ONGOING DEVELOPMENT WORK: The evidence in hand suggests that with the possible addition 
of as many as four more S INQ/clusters, we will have sufficient capacity to serve students ·at the SINQ 
and cluster levels of University Studies: What remains to be accomplished to a greater degree than is 
now the case is the thematic integration of courses within clusters and a more explicit attention to 
University Studies goals in cluster courses. We recognize that cluster courses serve a number of 
student, department, and program needs and that some of these may not be easy to alter in ways that 
will serve students meeting their general education requirement via such courses. Now that we have 
sufficient capacity-and probably an excess of capacity at the cluster level-we plan to establish a 
framework for broad discussion of avenues to greater logic and coherence among SINQ/cluster 
courses. This work will begin early in winter term, 1 998.  Given the likelihood that we have more 
cluster courses than we need, we have the opportunity to reduce the size of clusters with an eye to 
retaining those courses that best articulate with one another and that are most conducive to changes in 
ways that reflect University Studies goals. 
! 
Table 4:  Summary of Cluster Participation 
Clusters part of Cluster courses 
· j 
Administrative Justice I I 
Anthropology 5 1 8  
Arabic I 1 
Architecture 2 3 
Art History 8 25 
Biology 4 5 
Black Studies 4 1 9  
Business Administration 1 1 
Chemistry 2 4 
Chicano-Latino Studies 1 I 
Economics 7 9 
Ed Policy, Foundations & Admin Studies 2 2 
English 8 29 
Environmental Sciences and Resources 1 1 
Foreign Language & Literature 6 22 
Geology 3 4 
Geography 6 8 
Honors 3 8 
History 1 5  89 
International Affairs 2 5 
Linguistics I l 
Mathematics 2 3 
Music 2 2 
Public Health Education 3 8 
Philosophy 7 1 8  
Physics I 4 ; -
Political Science 5 1 3  
Psychology 5 9 
Speech 7 1 4  
Sociology 4 7 
Theater Arts 5 7 
Urban Studies and Planning 4 1 2  
Women ' s  Studies 4 1 9  
Capstones 
Overview of The Capstone Program: Setting the Context 
In 1994 the Faculty Senate at  Portland State University approved a new General 
Education curriculum, which was designed to enhance student learning and retention 
by creating a coherent four year educational program. The final component of this 
curriculum is the Senior C apstone, which allows the students to utilize the expertise 
they have learned throughout their education, and apply it to a real issue in the 
community. Capstones are community-based learning courses where students create 
useful solutions to community concerns while refining their own academic skills.  
Purpose and Objectives of the Capstone 
The purpose of the Capstone course is to provide students with a learning experience 
that brings to completion their university education. (White, 1994) . The Senior 
Capstone has three primary objectives: 
-to allow students1 ability to apply their area of expertise to realissues and problems, 
-to give students experience working in an interdisciplinary team context, 
-and to empower students to become actively engaged in the community. 
Projects are designed to build cooperative learning communities among the students 
and contribute to student success. Students will be required to engage in this type of 
community- based learning in order to enhance their ability to communicate and 
interact with diverse populations, as well as, to further their capacity to think critically 
about the social and environmental issues facing our society. Placement sites will vary 
from educational institutions to environmental organizations. 
Description of Partnerships Developed and the Capstone Courses Formed 
C apstone courses vary significantly as to the community issue they address, the process 
of performing the project, and the structure of the course. This can be attributed to the 
wide variety of partnerships that have been formed with community partners and 
faculty. Differences can also be attributed to various teaching styles of the faculty and 
the diversity of abilities of C apstone student teams. 
Partnerships develop in a number of ways. Some faculty may have previously 
established partnerships and develop a course around this area of their research. The 
Capstone Coordinator and The Director of Community University Relationships can 
often match faculty with Community partners is need. Faculty who work with 
community partners often are in a position to develope other opportunities . 
Many Faculty Community Partnerships yield multiple Capstones as large projects 
are broken into smaller tasks (such as the History of Woman in Portland with the 
YWCA) or as students tackle issues that appear consistently (such as immigrant 
needs) . Ongoing partnerships can create opportunity for participation by an expanding 
number of faculty in one area of research. Although it is impossible to describe the 
typical Capstone, it is possible to describe a few examples ( a  more comprehensive list is 
enclosed at the end of this document). 
One of the first C apstones was formed by Melissa Gilbert Women Studies, and Patricia 
Schecter, History. They formed a partnership with the YWCA of Portland. In this 
C apstone, they facilitated an interdisciplinary group of 10 students representing 4 
majors to perform an oral history for this non-profit organization. Students applied the 
expertise they had learned in research, speech and communication, interviewing, 
History, English, technical writing, technology, and psychology to meet a real 
community need. 
Another example shows that students do not have to leave Portland State in order to 
meet a community need. Peer Educating Peers is a campus-based program that has 
hosted a C apstone for the past two years. In this Capstone an interdisciplinary team of 
students assess the physical and mental health needs of PSU students, and provide 
direct service programs to meet those needs. A program on AIDS awareness was the 
result of one these Capstones . 
During the 1996-97 academic year there were over 20 capstone courses developed. This 
year that number has expanded to close to fifty Capstone courses. Examples include: 1)  
having teams of  students create marketing plans for non-profit organizations that could 
never afford to hire a firm to accomplish this, 2) engaging students in interdisciplinary 
teams to create wheelchairs that can overcome obstacles such as curbs, 3) having groups 
of students doing oral histories for a series of non-profit agencies, 4) encouraging a 
diversity of students to participate in projects that meet the needs of refugees and 
finally engaging students in the implementation of health and wellness programs that 
take place on the Portland State campus. 
The p ossibilities are endless . Capstones address needs both on-campus and off 
campus, as well as issues in the non-profit and for profit sectors . The diversity of 
opportunities serve our students well as they can choose how they want to culminate 
their education atPortland State University. This broad range of projects allow faculty 
from all across the campus to contribute to the implementation of the C apstone 
program. Every department is encouraged to propose and implement interdisciplinary 
Capstones ! 
Assessment Strategies 
Due to the fact that Capstone courses are community-based learning courses, there are 
a few challenges in assessing their "impact. One of the first challenges is that there is a 
paucity of literature documenting predictable outcomes from these types of course . The 
second challenge is that they impact multiple constituencies: students, community, the 
institution, and faculty. 
In response to these challenges a wide range of faculty and administrators have 
collaborated to design pilot assessment approaches. These faculty and administrators 
includes, but is not limited to: Amy Driscoll, Sherrill Gelmond, Barbra Holland, Kathi 
Ketchison, Pete Collier, Melissa Gilbert, Lee Haggarty, and Seanna Kerrigan. Each of 
these members have concluded that multiple strategies must be utilized to capture the 
data regarding the impact that these courses have. 
Assessment approaches that have been developed include: 
l j 
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Focus groups for students ( which have taken place in 5 C apstone course) 
Focus groups for community partners 
A Role Identity Instrument (measuring the impact of Capstones on students 1 identity) 
A Course Assessment Instrument designed by Lee Haggarty specially created to assess 
if individual C apstone courses have met the course objectives, as well as to assess the 
students1 satisfaction regarding their preparation and overall  experience. 
An interview protocol for faculty and students has been created (if the University 
designates funds for this to be implemented in the future) 
An observation form has been created to observe students both in the classroom and in 
the community (if this technique is desired in the future) 
Institutional interviews have taken place to assess the impact that this has on various 
administrative units of the university. 
In addition to formal program wide approaches, many of the Capstones have included 
their own unique assessment approaches within the course. Melissa Gilbert conducts a 
skills assessment at the beginning of class to see the strengths and skills of her students. 
Various faculty engage students in writing assignments and journals that document the 
impact of these service-learning courses. 
At this point many of these instruments are being piloted in five Capstones this quarter. 
We look forward in the future to be able to discuss the results of these findings. 
Faculty Experience and Support 
Faculty have responded with enthusiasm to teaching Capstone courses . Each year we 
have had sufficient numbers of interested faculty to teach the number of Capstones 
needed. Faculty have expressed both their excitement and concerns related to C apstone 
courses .  Their excitement pertains to the 1 1real life" learning that takes place in the 
Capstones, and the relationships that they have formed with community partners. This 
community context provides a powerful learning environment for both faculty and 
students . 
Although there is faculty support for Capstones there are clearly some challenges and 
concerns . The primary concerns are related to: 
Setting realistic expectations of students' work load, time, and commitment. 
Communication issues that arise include: professionalism in the community, ethical 
decision making, interviewing and listening . 
Assessing students work that is outside of one's  discipline . 
Assessing 1 1 student entered' '  courses. 
Pre-field preparation: how much, what type, how long should this take place. 
Grading student's  performance: evaluating both process and the final product 
Group process: how to deal with non-motivated students, conflict within groups, 
Diversity issues: addressing students' fears, helping students overcome stereotypes, 
challenging assumptions, and dealing with political/philosophical difference. 
Each of these issues are addressed with faculty by the Center for Academic Excellence 
in collaboration with the University Studies Program. Janelle Voegele, the Program 
Development Coordinator, is the primary support for faculty on these issues. She 
conducts 1 : 1  consultation with faculty, does in-class discussions and activities to 
address these issues, and provides faculty development throughout the year for faculty. 
She has also prepared handbooks for Faculty, Students, and Community Partners. In 
addition, Seanna Kerrigan and Amy Driscoll support faculty as they address critical 
issues involved in these community-based courses . Amy takes the lead on providing 
faculty development related to assessment and reflection as Seanna provides support 
for partnership and course development issues. Finally, the Center for Academic 
Excellence also maintains a library of resources pertaining to community-based 
teaching and learning as well as assessment. 
Faculty Experience 
The Capstone Class p rovides an unique opportunity to combine the learning process 
directly with community interaction. Faculty link the academic objectives of Capstone 
courses to the experience that students have while contributing to a team of 
interdisciplinary peers as they deal with a community issue and produce a summation 
product. 
Delivery-
Course delivery involves a concerted effort to help students make the connection 
between their classroom knowledge and the community issue with which they are 
dealing. The reflective scholar is a model that is utilized to form and assess the 
connection that students are making. Information is provided prior to the community 
interaction and as the relationships develop. Class sessions can be used to debrief 
students and contextualize the individual experiences within the academic objectives. 
We are discovering through the Capstone that information provided in a need to know 
situation powerful. 
The Goals of University studies are often addressed in direct ways as students 
face diversity issues in the community, use their communication and critical 
thinking skills and act as a responsible member of a team . The Faculty are called 
upon not only in their traditional teaching role but to facilitate, guide, and to provide 
a valuable resource 
Faculty development is offered by University Studies in a myriad of forms. 
Presentations and workshops on Diversity issues, communication, journal assessment 
have been available in a fall and spring retreat and workshops, discussion groups and 
one on one support are available through out the year. 
Future Development Issues 
Course Development 
As the C apstones offering increase to reflect the student need we will need to develop 
evening and weekend Capstones to accommodate student schedules . 
Interdisciplinary Nature of the Capstone -
· .! The interaction of students from various disciplines will continue to be a focus of 
support and d iscussion. It will need particular attention in the planning phase of the 
capstone. 
Ongoing Faculty Development - a goal of the University Studies program. 
Providing support in areas specific to the capstones and sharing what has already been 
learned are key to continued success . 
Future Faculty Issues 
The primary issue facing the Capstone program is how to sustain the level of growth 
that will need to take place in order to provide meaningful Capstones for 2,000 students 
each year. To accomplish this task, the University is going to have to engage in 
discussions of how to fund these courses, while maintaining reasonable work loads for 
faculty, and rewarding faculty (and departments) who participate. 
One of the challenges we hear from departments is that they do not have enough 
faculty to teach the major and teach Capstone courses.This issue will have to be 
addressed in the near future in order to insure that we have enough Capstone courses 
for the number of students approaching graduation. 
Conclusion 
The Capstone is an innovative program designed to culminate the education of 
Portland State Students . The program has been successful in piloting a wide range of 
Capstones during the 1996-97 academic year. The pilot year allowed faculty to initiate 
partnerships throughout the Portia·nd metropolitan community. In 1 997-98, the number 
of Capstone Partnerships extended to forty providing fifty Capstone opportunities to 
students. 
In order to continue the success of the Capstone program, the University Studies 
Program will need to collaborate with departments to discover strategies to support the 
growth of the number of Capstone courses offered . In addition the Center for 
Academic Excellence will need to be able faculty support for the growing numbers of 
faculty and graduate students who participate in the development and implementation 
of Capstone courses. 
Data from Fall 1996-Winter 1998 . 
Capstone Proj ects Facilitated: 66 
Fall 1 996-Surnmer 1 997 : 1 7  
Fall 1 997: 25 
Winter 1 998 :  24 
Number of Community 
Partners Involved: 91 
Non-Profit Organizations: 38 
Local Government Organizations: 3 
State Government Organizations: 3 
Federal Government Organizations: 6 
Public Schools : 1 6  
Private Schools: 2 
Business Organizations : 23 
Student Enrollment: 763 
Fall 1 996-Summer 1 997 : 225 
Fall 1 997: 3 2 1  
Winter 1 998 : 2 17 
Organizational Focus 
(some multidimensional) : 
Education: 25 
Health : 5 
Public Safety: 5 
Human Services : 30 
Environmental issues: 1 1  
Arts & Culture: 5 
Economic Development: 1 4  
Departments Represented: 23 
Capstone Facilitators: 43 
Tenure-track faculty 29 
Adjunct faculty 5 
Part-time faculty 6 
Graduate Assistants 2 
Community Partners 1 
Community Goal Areas (derived from Oregon Benchmarks) : 
Student success in school 9 projects 
Diverse and productive industry 9 projects 
Adult education 6 projects 
Nurturing families, thriving children 5 projects 
Unspoiled natural environment 4 projects 
Student health 2 projects 
High school to post secondary educational attainment 2 projects 
user/cae/capstone/capinfo/sum96-98.doc 
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Community and Student Outcomes from the 1 996- 1 997 
Capstone Courses 
(based on 1 7  Capstone Projects)* 
Community Students 
A resource guide for refugees speaking 
limited English 
Needs assessment data 
A video addressing common problems and 
concerns with adaptation in American 
culture 
A web page promoting Sponsors Organized 
to Assist Refugees (SOAR) 
Brochure in simple English about the 
Public Transport services 
A handbook on American Culture 
Reduced garbage flow for company and 
reducing their cost 
Increased the amount of materials recycled 
Created an Environmental Resource Guide 
Stimulated awareness of energy 
conservation 
Gained better representation oflow income 
perspectives and problems 
Report to the Citizen's Advisory 
Committee outlines some hindrances 
and obstacles related to elderly 
involvement in local politics 
*Fal  97 - Wtr 98 Capstones are not complete, therefore 
data is not available. 
Greater awareness of cultural diversity 
Improved language and tutoring skills 
Experience in conducting a needs 
assessment to determine what 
services were most pressing for 
refugees and related concerns in a 
video 
Experience in web page design 
Improved editing skills by rewriting Tri­
Met schedules and maps of transit 
service 
Compilation of materials into a handbook 
for residents speaking limited 
English. 
Improved organization and public speaking 
skills 
Enhanced group skills 
Gained valuable experience in a business 
atmosphere 
Discovered community assets and 
improved their environmental 
awareness 
Broader understandings oflow income 
families and issues effecting the 
elderly portion of community 
Learned about working with Multi-Task 
Agencies 
Incorporated assessments, writing skills, 
and observations into a team report 
for Community Partner 
Outcomes cont. 
Community 
Broadened curricular activities 
Increased aids for school children 
Larger teacher to student ratio for a more 
intimate educational a1mosphere 
Student attention improved by increased 
numbers and field activities 
Acquired a program evaluation of strengths 
and weaknesses to improve program 
policies 
Staff gained a new perspective of the 
program from Portland State students 
Gained perspectives oflocal mayors and 
council-members 
Acquired a needs assessment of area 
families 
Gained a report about the history of its 
organization 
Opportunity to utilize local findings as a 
national model 
Promotion and awareness to a new 
audience 
Participants of welfare to work program 
have access to higher education 
through Portland State students 
Report presented to Rep. Carter and Sen. 
Gordly on problems, strengths, and 
other issues of welfare to work 
program 
Students 
Awareness of problems/issues confronting 
teachers 
Learned how to develop lesson plans 
Inc�eased ability to problem solve 
Used experiences for successful 
application to Graduate Teaching 
Education Program 
Students improved their understanding of 
social issues and welfare reform 
concerns 
Utilized research and presentation skills 
Improved interviewing, �iting, and 
critical thinking skills 
Greater awareness and considerations for 
families with infants and children 
Increased awareness for family preparation 
Ability to present findings to a public 
audience with feedback 
Greater appreciation oflocal history and 
historical research 
Potential to present materials to a national 
audience 
Students achieved a greater awareness of 
the dynamics of poverty with 
attention to race and gender 
Awareness to some of the welfare reform 
efforts 
Process of research and writing a report to 
the state legislature. 
Outcomes cont. 
Community 
Obtained a Powerpoint presentation to 
assist in volunteer recruitment 
International Refugee Center of Oregon 
(IR.CO) gained a business plan 
A d irectory of sites for volunteering with 
descriptions of specific tasks and 
duties detailed 
Middle school students gained from 
Portland State's involvement in the 
curriculum 
Closer attention paid to students on field 
trips with more questions about 
geography being addressed and 
answered 
Improved awareness about the diverse 
forms and knowledge of geography 
Eight local, regional, and national groups 
acquired additional input and labor in 
developing and addressing obstacles 
in their production 
Obtained a fresh perspective on some 
ongoing projects, like curb-climbing 
wheelchair and improved fish ladders 
Increase in output and production levels 
Student 
Learned about diverse cultural issues while 
preparing presentation, especially the 
factors which create refugees 
Ability to apply academic skills to real life 
problems and concerns 
Greater awareness ofissues and changing 
developments while preparing the 
business plan 
Improved or developed teaching and 
communication skills by working 
with 4th and 5th grade students 
Ability to relate educational experiences to 
students and teachers 
Acquired an awareness of some of the 
frustrations.and joys encountered in 
the education of others 
Students able to utilize engineering and 
group skills to provide services to 
industrial partners on various projects 
Increased awareness of cost issues and 
business efficiency 
Greater exposure to problem definition, 
analysis, and approach to a resolution 
Opportunity to work on various projects 
dealing with a wide range of 
outcomes 
REVIEW of FACULTY SUPPORT & DEVELOPMENT: 1994-97 
Faculty Support and Development :  
Participation in University Studies requires faculty to attend to a specific set of  extra-d iscipli­
nary general education goals, to work collaboratively with faculty from a wide variety of other 
disciplines, to util ize new technologies ,  and to develop new areas of competence. Recognizing 
that to expect faculty to develop these abil ities on their own was inappropriate, faculty support 
and development has been seen as an integral necessity to the University Studies program s ince 
its inception. Beginning with the spring of 1 994 a number of support and learning activities 
have been provided to help provide faculty with the background, preparation, and practice in 
the variety of areas with which they might be unfamiliar. The following description provides a 
brief summary of these activities . 
1994 
Spring: . 
Faculty support and development began in the spring of 1 994 with a series of meetings 
and in formal d iscussions; one particularly relevant source of experience came from the 
group of faculty who had pioneered a series of intensive freshman seminars the previ­
ous year. 
Summer: 
As mentioned earl ier, the first formal effort at provid ing training across the whole 
range of University Stud ies goals was that developed and del ivered in the summer of 
1 994 . This consisted of a series of workshops d istributed across the summer and 
drawing on the expertise of both PSU faculty (especially those associated with the uni­
versity 's  writing programs) and selected faculty experts from other campuses. 
1995 
Spring: 
A combined faculty/mentor retreat was held for three days (June 14- 16) at the Francis 
can Renewal Center. Th is was an almost entirely in-house program focusing on Fresh 
man Inquiry, which was the only year of the University Studies program in operation. 
S everal PSU faculty from outside University Studies helped facil itate a series of work­
shops centering on team development between faculty and mentors and the explicit de­
velopment of learning outcomes built around the University Studies goals. Several 
informal working groups were establ ished over the summer to further expl icate and 
define these goals. Faculty debriefed as a group after their first year's experience. 
Fall:  
A more extensive seven day faculty/mentor retreat was designed and conducted (Sep­
tember 6-14) in concert with the newly establ ished Center for Academic Excel lence. 
Meetings were held on campus and at the Campus Ministry . Activities included mini­
workshops in computer technology, h ighly  focused workshops on specific UnSt goals 
(such as d iversity, writing, oral communication , and portfolio development) along with 
training in classroom assessment techniques ,  and the integration of on-going faculty 
professional achievement with in the curriculum. 
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1996 
Spring: 
Exploring some alternative venues, this combined faculty/mentor retreat was held over 
three days (June 1 8-20) in two locations: the Zoo and Jenkin 's Estate. This gathering 
saw the inclusion of faculty teaching in both Freshman and Sophomore Inquiry and 
both peer and graduate mentors for the first time . In addition high school faculty from 
Grant and Westview also attended . Again, specific sessions were devoted to develop­
ing the specific goals of Freshman Inquiry as these had been increasingly refined ,  and 
the first of a tradition of demonstrating "good practices" was initiated . The first co­
hort of Freshman faculty were "retired" back to their departments while the Sopho­
more Inquiry faculty had their first chance to explore mutual issues and concerns . 
Summer: 
Based on CAE's previous experiences with one and two week technology training 
workshops , a series of one week technology training workshops were set up specifi­
cally for UnSt faculty and mentors; th is included faculty at Grant and Westview High 
Schools and those who were piloting University Stud ies Transfer/Transition courses at 
the Salem and King County outreach centers . These workshops al so enabled the in­
coming PSU faculty and the new Teach ing FelJows to become famil iar with the tech­
nology they would begin using in the fal l .  
Fall : 
The nine day fal l UnSt retreat (September 1 1 -20) was created jointly with the Center 
for Academic Affairs and coord inated with Fall Convocation for the first time. Drs . 
Peter and Noreen Facione were invited to do a two day workshop on critical th inking 
that was open to the campus community as wel l . Increased use was made of faculty 
who had experience both within and without University Studies and at a variety of 
levels :  Freshman and Sophomore Inqu iry, Junior and Senior Clusters and pilot Cap­
stones were all represented . 
An end of fal l term two day workshop was scheduled for December 1 2  and 1 3 ,  again 
featuring faculty and mentor work . The first day featured a faculty panel exploring 
and demonstrating the integration of different UnSt goal s within a singl e assignment; 
the scheduled second day of sharing work was canceled due to a wind storm. 
1 997 
Winter: 
The previously aborted second day of the winter end of fal l term retreat was resched­
uled and conducted on January 19 .  
Spring: 
An all UnSt faculty meeting was final ly held on May 9 after several postponements . 
This was the first time that faculty from al l four levels of the program were invited to 
d ialogue together in an attempt to identify mutual expectations and to improve the ways 
in which the four years of the program might provide a more integrated experience for 
the students. An expl icit l ist of suggestions for further development and areas of 
needed improvement were identified . 
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Following up the l ist that was developed on May 9 a committee representing all facets 
of the program met together with a representative from the Center for Academic Excel ­
lence to construct the spring retreat. This three day program (June 1 7- 1 9) was con­
ducted at the World Trade Center and featured a very competent set of faculty and 
mentor presentations scheduled in a miniconference (multiple session) format. Dr. 
Rosemary Williams from Lewis and Clark Col lege was a featured presenter on the de­
sign and use of portfol ios. 
Summer: 
Two week long technology training workshops were conducted during the spring; one 
in late July and one in late August. 
Following up on the successful implementation of the spring retreat, the committee 
continued through the summer and planned the fall retreat, again working on informa­
t ion, requests, and suggestions generated by participating faculty and mentors . Th is 
series of half-day workshops were designed to work around the fal l convocation and to 
better fit with the expressed needs of faculty and mentors to meet other pre-term obl i­
gations . 
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SECTION 3 
MENTOR PROGRAM 
l\1entor Program 
Purpose of the Mentor Program 
From its inception, the Mentor Program was intended to be an integral part of 
Freshman and Sophomore Inquiry. Structurally, the mentor sessions were included to 
provide opportunities for smaller groups of students to interact; instructionally, plans 
called for trained mentors to give increased individual attention aimed at enhancing 
students' academic achievement and increasing their connection to the university. 
When the designers of University Studies included the Mentor Program, they drew 
upon Astin's longitudinal analysis of data collected by the higher education institute at 
UCLA. Astin identified several environmental, non-content factors correlating significantly 
with positive general education outcomes ( 1992). In particular, the Mentor Program was 
intended to provide a means to enhance student-student and student-faculty interaction, 
attributes Astin found to play a key role in students' achievement and their perceptions that 
they are involved members of their campus community. Additional support for the Mentor 
Program design came from Light' s  research on the Harvard Assessment Seminars ( 1 990, 
1 992). Light found that mentored clusters of students resulted in increased student 
involvement and achievement: specifically students learned to exchange ideas, disagree in a 
group setting, and advance teamwork goals when participating in small, interactive classes. 
As the University Studies program has evolved, we have gained an increasing 
appreciation for the role of the mentor and his or her impact on students and faculty. Thus, 
while keeping our focus on the initial purpose� of the Mentor Program, we have also 
broadened its goals to incorporate recent insights . . In particular, University Studies 
professors report that the mentor creates a ·bridge between faculty and student that can be 
part of an invaluable feedback loop guiding faculty adjustments in curriculum design and 
choice of teaching strategies. Privy to student candor rarely voiced in a larger class, the 
mentor checks for levels of understanding, assists students as they determine what they 
need to know and how to ask for it in an appropriate and effective manner, and routinely 
consults with faculty as to recommended mentor session adjustments that can support 
students' achievement of course goals. 
Astin, Alexander W. "What Really Matters in General Education: Provocative Findings 
from a National Study of Student Outcomes." Perspectives, 22. 1 ( 1 992) : 23-46. 
Light, Richard J. The Harvard Assessment Seminars: First Report. Cambridge: Harvard 
University Graduate School of Education and Kennedy School of Government, 
1 990. 
Light, Richard J. The Harvard Assessment Seminars: Second Report. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Graduate 'School of Education and Kennedy School of 
Government, 1 992. 
What is a Mentor Session? 
In each mentor session, approximately one third of an inquiry class gathers weekly 
(Sophomore Inquiry) or semiweekly (Freshman Inquiry) in one of the University Studies 
computer labs. Led by a Peer or Graduate Mentor, all mentor session activities link directly 
to their larger Freshman or Sophomore Inquiry class and offer students opportunities to 
communicate, utilize technology, and deepen understanding of class concepts. Mentors are 
paired with faculty (year long in Freshman Inquiry, term by term in Sophomore Inquiry) 
and always consult with their faculty partners as they plan and assess mentor session 
activities. 
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Role of the Mentor 
Mentors facilitate the formation of academic learning communities: mentors 
communicate to each student, "You belong here. You are a legitimate member of the PSU 
community . I expect you to succeed, and I am here to help you figure out what you need 
and how you can get it." By fostering a community where students are known, belong, 
and can find a friend for coffee as well as where they can accomplish their academic goals 
in a supportive setting, mentors play a critical role for our students. Mentors focus on 
students' academic needs and guide them toward the resources available to resolve other 
situations that may be impinging on the likelihood of their college success. Given the 
everyday circumstances of PSU' s many non-traditional students, we know that typical 
college activities that build connection to the institution are sometimes viewed as a luxury 
by our urban, working, living-at-home, and/or first generation college students. Through 
the mentor program, faculty and mentors can respectfully recognize the demands of 
students' real lives and reinforce resiliency rather than dependency. 
Mentors are generalists: a mentor' s  authority and expertise stems from his or her 
excellence at being a student and communicating effectively in the liaison role. Mentors 
model successful student behaviors and coach University Studies students to do likewise. 
The disciplinary knowledge each brings from a degree or major area of study often 
complements that of the faculty partner and adds to the richness of the already 
multidisciplinary courses. Mentors teach technological skills, deepen students' 
understanding of course material through writing and discussion activities, coach groups of 
students through projects requiring effective· teamwork skills and processes, and track 
which parts of the curriculum are engaging or confusing to the students. Mentors meet at 
least weekly with their faculty; many faculty-mentor teams communicate after each class 
and mentor session. : · 
Peer Mentors who are undergraduates (juniors or seniors, occasionally post-bacs) 
work with a single Freshman Inquiry faculty and group of students for three sequential 
terms. Since they truly are peers in the undergraduate arena, Peer Mentors do no grading 
of student work although they often, with the guidance of faculty, offer feedback to 
students at critical points in assignments. Compensation for Peer Mentors includes a 
Laurel Scholarship covering resident tuition without fees and an educational stipend of 
$350 per month. After an analysis of the skills required and experience gained in a Peer 
Mentor position, the Vice Provost and Dean for Enrollment and Student Services 
determined that the job was in fact "educational" rather than one warranting compensation 
through student hourly wages. Skills- and attitudes demonstrated by Peer Mentors align 
closely with the Dept. of Labor's identification of essential leadership skills for the 2 1 st 
century as well as with projected trends in K- 12 and higher education teaching. Peer 
Mentors work an average of 15-20 hours per week, must remain in good academic 
standing and carry a full course load. 
Graduate Mentors must be enrolled in a PSU graduate program and, l ike their 
undergraduate counterparts, must carry a full load and remain in good academic standing. 
They work with a single faculty member and class of Sophomore Inquiry or Transfer 
Transition students for one term and then may or may not shift to a different faculty and 
course for the other terms of the academic year. Each faculty-mentor team determines its 
preferred division of labor; generally Graduate Mentors share in the grading as well as 
some curriculum design and assessment. 
In addition to finding student mentors who want a job where they can learn too, we 
consciously select mentors who express a desire to mentor others. We have found that 
people who experience being mentored are far better able to pass on the process to others. 
Therefore, we strive to "mentor the mentors" wherever possible and look forward to its 
ripple effects throughout the program. · - -
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Evolution of the Mentor Program 
The growth of the Mentor Program mirrors the development of the Freshman and 
Sophomore Inquiry sections of University Studies over the past three and a half years. 
Since our classroom facilities are running at capacity at this point, the total number of 
mentors should remain close to that l isted for the 97-98 year. 
Growth 
94-95 
95-96 
96-97 
97-98 
24 Peer Mentors 
29 Peer Mentors, 2 1  Graduate Mentors, 50 Total Mentors 
35 Peer Mentors, 29 Graduate Mentors, 64 Total Mentors 
39 Peer Mentors, 34 Graduate Mentors, 73 Total Mentors 
Recruitment of New Mentors 
Individual outreach has proved to be our most effective recruitment tool. 
University Studies faculty and mentors who know what the position demands often invite 
promising students to apply. Now that we are in our fourth year we find an increasing 
number of "graduates" of Freshman or Sophomore Inquiry or Transfer Transition classes 
who apply for mentor positions in the hope of replicating or improving upon their 
mentoring experiences in our program. Personal conversations with members of campus 
organizations (e.g. Black Cultural Affairs Board, Multicultural Center, UMASS,  Student 
Ambassadors) have also prompted capable students to apply. We have made a conscious, 
sustained effort to recruit a diverse a pool of mentor applicants so that our selected mentors 
represent the diversity of PSU. 
All mentors must have at least a 3.0 GPA, two excellent faculty references, 
technological competence or a willingness to learn, demonstrated academic ability to write 
and conduct research, personal interest in mentoring and/or teaching, and demonstrated 
communication and problem solving skills. The selection process is rigorous and involves 
the screening of a paper file, a personal interview, and a group problem solving simulation. 
Faculty-mentor teams make selection recommendations which are finalized by the Director 
of Mentor Programs. 
Training and Development 
From the initial application process to the completion of mentoring, we view our 
work with mentors as one of education. Mentors face a steep learning curve: they must 
become acquainted with the University Studies program, master fundamental teaching and 
facilitation skills, demonstrate technological competence with software applications and be 
able to teach it to others, and study the particular curriculum associated with their course 
assignment. Newly selected·mentors observe classes in the spring and talk realistically 
with experienced mentors about their work. 
In September just prior to convocation, ten days of paid training jump starts 
the mentors' academic year. Refined each year by practiced mentors and program faculty, 
the intensive training prepares mentors for the initial demands of the job. Topics addressed 
include: establishing a presence in the· classroom, theories of grot1p process and group 
facilitation skills, philosophies of education, theories of teaching and learning, assessment 
of learning styles, theory and facilitation of groupwork/collaborative learning, leading 
discussions, software applications, strategies for teaching technology, theory and 
facilitation of the writing process, conflict resolution skills, effective communication 
strategies with students and faculty, library research, equitable teaching strategies and 
attitudes for diverse student groups, and knowledge of campus resources. S ince this is 
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such a wide array of topics, we can only begin the mentor training in September. Weekly 
workshops, some addressing predictable needs and others responding to immediate 
problems that have surfaced in classes, augment the initial training and continue throughout 
the school year. 
Mentors also have the opportunity to take classes for credit which are tailored to 
their immediate teaching needs and future career plans. Peer Mentors can enroll in UNST 
409 Practicum ( 1 -4  credits) and/or UNST 4 1 1/412/4 1 3  Inquiry Mentor (3 credits) which 
are taught by the Director of Mentor Programs. During any given term, approximately one 
third of the Peer Mentors are enrolled in one of these courses. Graduate Mentors can take 
SP 5 1 0  (2 or 4 credits) offered through the Center for Academic Excellence each term. 
This is a teaching/training course available to Graduate Assistants across the campus. 
Again, roughly one third of the Graduate Mentors enroll at some point during the academic 
year. 
The Endless S cheduling Puzzle 
A major challenge of the Mentor Program is coordinating mentors' personal 
academic schedules with those of their University Studies course assignments. Peer 
Mentors must maintain availability at a certain time slot for the entire academic year in order 
to stay with their particular faculty and group of students -- an alliance we know from 
research and our own experience that enhances the formation of academic community and 
subsequent student achievement. Thus, in the spring each Peer Mentor must be able to 
accurately predict the times of all required courses (especially in the major) for the 
following year. Graduate Mentors are similarly challenged to predict their schedules. This 
information becomes indispensible when we are trying to facilitate the continuation of 
productive, comfortable faculty-mentor partnerships and sustain a mentor' s involvement in 
courses where he or she has demonstrated expertise or valued content knowledge. We 
appreciate the cooperation from departments across campus as our mentors have sought 
this information. 
S ignificance to University Studies 
As stated previously, the mentors offer indispensible feedback to faculty about 
students' levels of understanding, interest, and motivation; by doing so, they are often 
catalysts for change in faculty teaching practices. By leading the small group sessions, 
mentors know their students ' needs, interests, barriers and avenues to success, and reasons 
for staying at PSU or leaving. The mentors' perspectives on the margins between the 
worlds of faculty and student provide-rich learning opprotunities for us all. Typically 
mentors choose to do the job because they value the goals of University Studies. They 
then challenge us throughout their tenure in the program to realize, or at least keep making 
substantive progress toward, those goals. Although they ask the hard questions, they truly 
are a breath of fresh air keeping us true to our course. 
Questions currently raised with regard to the.Mentor Program are: 
• What is the relative value of mentor-as-generalist rather than -mentor-as-discipline­
expert? This is particularly relevant in Sophomore Inquiry. 
• To what extent can we intentionally match mentors and faculty and minimize the impact 
of scheduling constraints? 
• What is a realistic level of administrative support to sustain a program involving 73 
student employees? 
• How can we improve training so that it is as r�levant as possible? 
• What are the appropriate boundaries for the mentor role? 
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• To what extent do mentors impact changes in faculty practice? (This question a!ises out 
of research in progress. In recent interviews reflecting on their experiences teaching in 
University Studies, faculty noted the largely positive impact of their work with mentors 
and that such work in partnership often prompted them to make changes in practice.) 
Significance to the University 
We have noted several, at times surprising, side benefits to the university as a 
whole resulting from the mentor program. They are: 
• Mentors themselves form a learning community where they offer one another 
significant academic encouragement and support. By teaching their students the 
academic ropes, they become more conscious of effective student behaviors and apply 
them more frequently. Thus, despite the demands of the mentor position, the GP As of 
both Peer and Graduate Mentors remain solidly at 3 .0 or above -- and many actually 
rise. 
• Mentors have proved to be compelling speakers on behalf of PSU. They've 
represented us effectively to local and state legislators, funders, OSSHE Board 
members, researchers, incoming students, and local and national reporters. Because 
they tell our story and demonstrate competence so well, once heard they are requested 
again and again. 
• As a result of their work here, mentors develop a sincere and increased loyalty to PSU 
and pride in their University Studies contributions. Successful students who are likely 
to continue that success into their careers, mentors may wel1 prove to be enthusiastic 
alumni/ae and donors(?) to their alma mater. 
• PSU retains more students thanks to the Mentor Program. Most every mentor can tell 
anecdotes about individual students on the verge of dropping out who they've 
encouraged, cajoled,. guided, and helped to stay at PSU. Also, several mentors 
themselves (especially Graduate Mentors) report that they seriously considered leaving 
PSU but opted to remain due to their commitment to, and support from, the mentor 
community and University Studies. 
• When mentors apply for jobs outside the university and we describe their work 
experience and the University Studies program, feedback from interviewers is almost 
always enthusiastic and respectful of PSU's vision and service to the community. 
• An interesting and yet to be pursued research opportunity has emerged through the 
Mentor Program. Significant differences appear to exist between Peer Mentors' 
propensity for forming a learning community that asks its members to work for 
collective benefit and PSU as a whole and Graduate Mentors' needs to focus on 
individual career goals and demands of their graduate program departments. This could 
be a window into the socialization of future faculty. 
After Mentoring -- Reported Impacts of the Experience 
Many mentors describe their experiences in University Studies as some of the 
richest and most influential of their lives. A recent letter is typical: "What I anticipated to 
be a daunting task has become one of my most cherished life experiences." Mentors gain 
skills valued in public administration, community and business leadership, graduate study, 
and education. They learn to function effectively within organizations experiencing 
significant change. As a result of their University Studies work, many mentors change their 
career plans and shift toward teaching in public school or higher education. Several Peer 
Mentors have opted to remain at PSU for graduate school so they could continue their 
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association with University Studies; many more who have raised their sights to 
professional graduate schools say they did so after gaining confidence and competence 
through mentoring. The following letter from a recent graduate just completing his mentor 
assignment represents common sentiments; in fact, when read aloud it touched our mentors 
deeply because it spoke so eloquently to the contributions mentors make to PSU with their 
hearts and minds. 
2 1 1 1 
0 2 0 0 
0 1 2 2 
2 1 0 1 
1 0 1 0 
1 1 2 1 
4 3 2 4 
2 0 0 2 
0 1 1 0 
1 1 0 0 
2 1 0 1 
1 2 3 3 
1 1 2 1 
2 5 2 3 
1 2 7 4 
0 0 2 3 
0 4 5 2 
0 1 2 2 
2 3 3 1 
0 0 I 1 
1 1 1 1 
0 0 I 0 
0 0 I 1 
0 I I 3 
I 1 I 0 
0 0 0 I 
0 0 0 1 
*Total number of majors may not match total number of mentors per year due to students 
with double majors. 
Undergraduate Peer Mentor Racial/Ethnic Background (percent minority) 
94-95 1 6% 
95-96 39% 
96-97 23% 
97-98 20% 
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0 0 
I O  1 3  
0 I 
0 2 
3 4 
2 1 
I I 
0 I 
I I 
0 0 
0 I 
I 0 
0 3 
I 0 
0 2 
0 3 
1 2 
I I 
I O  3 
*Total number of majors per year may differ from total number of Graduate Mentors due to 
students who have courses of study involving multiple  departments . 
Percentage of Racial/Ethnic Diversity of Graduate Mentors by Year 
(including International Students) 
95-96 24% 
96-97 1 7% 
97-98 1 2% 
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SECTION 4 
HIGH SCHOOL AND 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE LINKAGES 
Portland State University's K-1 6  Reform Initiatives : The High School Program 
Overview 
In the first year of University Studies Provost Reardon with Charles White determined that an 
outreach program be developed with area high schools .  The first site chosen was Westview High 
School in Beaverton. It was a new school, was based on similar curricular design and possessed a 
supportive administrative team. The faculty team was selected and chose to work in the Einstein ' s  
Universe theme. S tudents forecasted for the course during spring term, 1 995; curriculum and 
faculty development took place that summer and the course was offered fall 1 995. The second 
site, Grant High School , was brought into the program during winter and spring, 1 996. It was the 
most diverse high school in the Portland Public School District and housed an innovative integrated 
math center that had complementary goals to University Studies. The Grant faculty team also 
elected to teach the Einstein theme. The Grant course was offered in fall 1 996. 
The goal of the program was to create, implement and support a curricular collaboration between 
Portland State University and selected high schools in the university ' s  urban region. Preliminary 
concerns were to affect success in student learning outcomes and faculty reinvigoration resulting in 
lasting changes in teaching methodology at both the high school and university sites, increase 
student access to and retention in higher education and student success in their paths through 
higher education . A primary condition was that it not to be an Honors or AP course, that any 
student who was motivated to attempt college level work could elect to take it. 
Anticipated Benefits: 
* A  deeper understanding of the relationships between 
- objectives for student achievement 
- curriculum (faculty driven, student centered) 
- faculty support and development 
- the transition from high school to college 
* Identification of elements of a replicable model likely to cause 
realization of high expectations for student achievement 
* The utilization of Portland State, as a recognized leader in 
undergraduate, educational reform. as a p'J atform to disseminate 
models,  assessment plan and results . 
Initiation of the programs at the two high schools was supported by a grant from the Oregon S tate 
System of Higher Education. The development of the curriculum by faculty teams supported by 
faculty development, plan time and time for reflection and revision was linked to clear goals for 
student performance. The location of the courses at both the high schools and the university 
provide the opportunity to look at several major issues at the center of K- 1 6  educational reform. 
The University Studies program goals for student performance are consistent with state objectives 
present in CIM, CAM and PASS and provide real, in class experience with the creation and 
implementation of high standards for student outcomes. Dissemination of our model for curricular 
based reform, assessment planning and resulting data is a significant portion of the project. 
The high school program models the freshman, year long course, Frinq. Faculty from each high 
school work with a university faculty and peer mentors to create course curriculum that deliver the 
program objectives. Students are guided to form academic support communities by the 
undergraduate peer mentors. These students serve as role models ,  communication lines to the 
faculty, teachers, discussion guides, technology trainers, college experience advisors and faculty 
partners. The course at both high school sites meets daily, all year, for approximately 90 mi nutes. 
Twice weekly this time is divided in half and is scheduled for peer mentor sessions. The 
curriculum is designed by the team at each school . Because of the difference of time in class the 
h igh school courses tend to include more readings,  assignments and projects than those at PSU. 
The course particularly concentrates on writing, group process, critical thinking and inquiry,  class 
discussion and communication. During the fall students are brought onto campus for a tour of 
PSU and of the library, for instruction in research methods and use of the library and for work in 
the Frinq computer labs.  Each student in the program receives a PSU email account and library 
card. Students who complete the course successfully receive one required senior Engli sh credit, 
half a credit of elective social studies and half a credit of elective science that count toward high 
school graduation . Students who matriculate to PSU receive credit for Freshmen Inquiry ( 1 5  
credits) and enter immediately i nto the sophomore level general education courses. Students who 
do not plan to attend PSU can opt to purchase the credit to receive a PSU transcript and transfer the 
credit to their chosen institution . Student who do not meet the level of work can be awarded high 
school credit only,  thus graduating from high school but not receiving college credit for work that 
does not meet college standards. 
Pro2ram Assessment 
Assessment includes focus groups composed of students from the high schools .  High school 
faculty are interviewed on an ongoing basis. In class measures are drawn from portfolio an alysis 
and comparisons. More quantitative measures planned include numbers engaged in faculty 
development activities, numbers of students who become college bound and continue through to 
graduation, surveys as students move through their higher education experience and interviews 
with faculty. 
Team Composition 
Westview 
Faculty. 1 995- 1 998 
David Ehrenkranz, Science, Westview 
B arbara Traver, Social Studies, Westview 
Jan Whittlesey , English, W estview 
Judy Patton, University Studies, PSU/ Einstein Frinq Team 
West view Mentors 
1 995- 1 996 
Debbie Kirkland, Peer Mentor 
Vy Vu, Peer Mentor 
1 996- 1 997 
Jill Weston, Grad Mentor 
Vy Vu, Peer Mentor/Morgan Coleman, Grad Mentor 
1 997- 1 998 
Heather (Greene) Renjen, Peer Mentor 
Amy Haggstrom, Peer Mentor 
Tom Huminski, Grad Mentor 
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Grant 
1 996- 1 997 
Faculty 
B arbara Knox, Math, Grant 
Charles Martell ,  Physics, Grant 
Jan Martin, English, Grant 
Charles Tracy, Criminal Justice, PSU/Frinq City Team 
Mentors 
B arry Rich, Grad Mentor 
Debbie Kirkland, Peer Mentor, Post-Bae 
1 997:.. 1 998 
Faculty 
B arbara Knox, Math, Grant 
Charlene Rogers, English, Grant 
Todd Duncan, Physics, PSU/Frinq Columbia Basin Team 
Mentors 
B arry Rich, Grad Mentor 
Claudine Agee, Peer Mentor 
Christine (Stedman) Burroughs, Peer Mentor 
Holly Bullock-Denniston , Grad Mentor 
School 1 995- 1 996 1 996-
N o s .  HE PSU N o s .  
Plans 
FIS 
West 48 +3 1 2  52 
Grant NA NA NA 60 
Preliminary Findings 
1 997 
HE PSU 
Plans 
FIS 
+4 1 2  
+7 1 6  
1 997- 1 998 
N o s .  HE PSU 
Plans 
FIS 
94 NA NA 
1 25 NA NA 
While the program was not initiated as a recruitment tool, it does seem to be influencing students 
who had not considered attending PSU to do so. It also allows students to become familiar with 
the campus which, for some, allows them to detennine that PSU is not the school of their choice. 
Because of the program they have the opportunity to realize that they are looking for a residential 
campus atmosphere, one that PSU does not provide. 
The teaching methodology and work between the high school and university faculty is having an 
impact on the teaching of all faculty involved. Faculty at both sites have much to share and learn 
from each other. At Westview the success of the interdisciplinary course has influenced the 
principal , Len Case, to consider the initiation of a freshmen year interdiscipl inary course. Case 
also arranged for the Senior Inquiry faculty to talk to a general meeting of Beaverton principals and 
to present at a local high school conference. The popularity of the course at both sites can be seen 
by the steadily increasing enrollment numbers. Its success has become its most difficult problem, 
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that and the need to support the students who do elect to attend PSU as freshmen taking 
sophomore inquiry. The increase of student enrollment this year is impacting the level of 
satisfaction of the faculty in their ability to deliver the kind of course the program mandates. The 
numbers at Grant have caused the most difficulty particularly in combination with a less well 
funded district, dated facility and changing leadership. The faculty and mentors at both sites have 
exhibited exemplary resourcefulness, generosity of time and teaching ability. They have exhibited 
extreme dedication to their profession and to their students.  
The mentors function at the high school in a slightly different capacity. Because students see 
faculty and each other so frequently, the communication and community bui lding take on different 
perspectives . Working with high school students at their already familiar site differs from the 
assignment and experience of their counterparts at the university . They are, however, critical to 
delivering the curriculum in the spirit in which it was designed. These model students offer the 
seniors a window into the college experience to which they aspire. The real life insight of working 
through higher education that the mentors provide gives an invaluable resource to both the college 
and non-college bound, young adult. Often the mentors are able to detail what working in lower 
paying jobs is like and why a consideration of college is a good idea. Given their knowledge of 
the students they work with, they often can advise, particularly well ,  the kind of school the 
individual might consider. 
Focus group results confirm anecdotal evidence that students have not experienced working to high 
standards, for the most part, in their academic careers. Students appreciate working hard for real 
evaluation and do not react well to wavering or lowered standards. They react enthusiastically to 
small group discussion with their peers and to work on group projects. The effect of the close 
student-student work is to break traditional high school cliques allowing students to know and 
appreciate each other in new and substantial ways. This appreciation becomes connected to their 
particular school and school work in general . The course impacts attendance and a positive feeling 
for and valuing of education. 
Students who have taken the course and are in college, at PSU and across the country, report using 
the skills and experiences from class to succeed in their new institutions.  Many find college less 
challenging and stimulating than the high school course. We believe some of this is due to the 
change from the high school schedule (five day,  90 minute class) to the college schedule (two -
three day , 50-75 minute classes). The work on writing, critical thinking, oral communication, 
class discussion, technology and group work is used, appreciated and important to their success in 
their college work. Our understanding thus far is that the course does prepare students wel l for 
their col lege course expectations. What we are also finding is that college courses need to raise 
their standards to challenge and stimulate the students who are now, and will be, arriving from the 
K- 1 2 standards based systems. At PSU we have found our freshmen students rising to the top of 
their sophomore classes with faculty surprised to find, at some time in the term, that their best 
students have come from the high school program and are on1y freshmen. 
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THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY RELATIONSHIP 
by Joe Uris 
As many in the faculty are n o  d ou bt aware, the university h as entered into a 
p i oneering agreement with C l ac kamas C ommunity Col lege . Th is  relationship creates c l oser 
t ies with Clackamas and w i l l  serve as a model for simi lar efforts with other communitv 
col leges i n  the metropolitan area .  S erious d iscussions on a nu mber of fronts are already 
taki ng place with Mt.  Hood Community Col l ege and Port land Communi ty Col lege at Rock 
Creek . It is hoped that by the Fal l  of 1 998 agreements s i m i lar t o  the ones made w i th 
Clackamas w i l l  be i n  p l ace. 
The basic e lements of the Clackamas/Port land S tate agreement are fair ly  s i mple . 
When students enter Clackamas as p otential col lege transfer students they are offered the 
opportunity for co-admission to Portland State. Benefits to the student inclu de :  PSU/CCC 
acad em ic advising at Clackamas, PSU l ibrary privi leges. coordinated fi nancial  aid and 
scholarships, computer lab access, v isits to the PS U campus and downtown cultural centers . 
Last but hardl y  l east , co-admi ssion represents a savings of close to $4,000 for this t wo plus 
two approach to a four year d egree. 
To insure t hat C l ackamas Community Col l ege students have an experience similar to 
that of their peers at PSU, a Transfer/Tran sition Inquiry c ourse is  taught on the Clackam as 
campu s by a mu l t i -d i sc i p l i nary team of Clackamas faculty . Eac h facu l ty member takes 
Inquiry training at PS U .  But  the Clackamas course is  the product of the knowl edge and 
i nterests of the Clackamas facul ty and students . Co-adm ission and t he Transfer /transit ion 
course are designed as related parts of the larger effort to direct Clackamas students to PS U .  
Yet each stands alone. S tudents can d o  both, one or neither. In no i n stance does the 
C l ackamas student make a commitment to PS U that would l imit her choice of other OSHE 
instituti ons for baccalaureate completion .  
The program, with l i ttle or no fanfare, h as in this  first year of operation attracted 8 1  
Clac kamas students .  H i gh sch ool students and their  parents are expressing great i nterest in 
the program . 
Obv i ously the CCC/PS U co-admi ssion program serves as a strong recru i t ing tool . But 
its funct i ons  go wel l  beyond this i mmediate advantage . Appro x i mately  699c of all students 
transferr ing to fou r year programs from C l ackamas go on t o  PSU .  Yet the actual numbers 
that do move on to h igher educati on institutions in a t imely manner are smal l .  C l ackamas 
retent ion rates and transfer rates are poor. In part this is because of the c ommon pattern of 
s low educational passage;  a pattern which includes a great deal of moving among insti tutions · 
broken up by employment and other l ife demands.  It i s  i ncreasingl y c lear that a significant 
number of students n ever complete the four year degree. Anecdotal ev idence suggests that 
financial aid complexities, course differences, admissions issues, institutional cultural 
d i fferences and problems with accurate adv ising have taken their tol l .  
For t h e  community c o lleges, faced with dec l ining enrol l ment in  college transfer 
programs. the co-admission approach gi ves status, c larity and d irecti onal certain ty to potential  
and already admitted students . For Portland State the advantage i s  al so clear. We can not 
afford to i ncrease the s i ze of the freshman c l ass without negat i ve i mpact on the rest of t he 
institution.  At the same t i me Portland State would benefit from more stu dents i n  the later 
years of the four year degree process . A strategy that brings more wel l prepared and wel l 
adv i sed students to PS U after the freshman year makes obv i ous sense both in terms of FTE 
and student success.  It i s ,  in the language of the boardroom , a win-win s ituation.  
But  there is  another reason to be developing a c l oser and more effect ive rel ationsh i p  
with the two year h i gher education schools .  The general pub l ic, parents, students, the 
I 
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l egi slature, the governor and employers are demanding that al l of highe r  educ ation be rrfade 
accessible, well i ntegrated between i nstitutions and cost effect ive .  
Here i n  brief is  a n  early history o f  the CCC/PSU i nitiat ive.  Roger B assett, 
Commi ssi oner for the Office of Commun i ty Col leges i n  the State Department of Educati on 
and the Govern ors poi n t  man on educati onal issues duri ng the last leg i s lati ve sess ion ,  
approac hed C l ackamas Commun ity Col lege about three years ago w ith a c lear message. A 
better mode l ,  o ne that c reated a seamless process for transfer and degree completion was 
needed . Such a design should go wel l  beyond the legis lat ively mandated Assoc iate of Arts 
Oregon Transfer Degree . 
Basset's' i mage was of commun ity col leges as satel l ites to regional uni versities. His  
model saw Eastern Oregon, Southern Oregon and Portland State as the c o l l ec tor schools  for 
their respecti ve local community col l eges . The l egislative process fu nded p rograms at 
Eastern and Southern . We bel ieve we are next in this funding process.  In the meantime, 
various grants inc luding the Pew Charitable Tmst award, have emphasized the importance of 
a strong rel ati onship with the commu n ity col leges.  
Our Provost . an t ic i pat i ng both the growing concern of var i ou s  pu b l i c s  and the  
enrol l ment  needs of PS U, fe lt  t hat a facu lty to  faculty approach w a s  an i mportant eleme nt i n  
deal ing w i t h  t h e  then somewhat strai ned rel at ion s between the commu n i ty col leges a n d  the  
u n iversity . A serend i p i  to us opportunity presented i tself in  the  s i tu at i o n  of a Port I and S tale 
alumnus .. Joe Uri s .  Uri s, a PSU Ph . D  . .  was at the t ime fac u lty president at C lackamas . He sat 
o n  the Presidents Counc i l  at that school and was Presiden t elect of the state w ide Un iserv 
Counci l  for Higher Education of the Oregon Education Associ ation . Uri s  became the facu lty 
poi nt p erson with academic appoi ntments at both i nstitutions.  
The process of developing the c o-admission agreement pro ved to be both more 
complex and more reward i ng than ant ic i pated.  In the course of discuss ion i ssues of tru st or 
l ac k  there of, of cu l t u ra l  differences, educati onal qual ity quest ions,  c ourses and teac h i ng 
commi tment were exp lored. At the ad m i n i strati ve level the creat io n of a brand new p rototype 
for resp on s i b le manage menl of fi nancial  aid . ad v i s i ng and so on proved co be a c hal len g i n g 
process . A n umber of i mportant goals were ac h ieved . Fi rst and foremost, there i s  now a very 
c lear path for t he C l ackamas student th roug h  that school and into PS U .  S econ d l y .  areas of 
m istru st and m i sunderstand ing wh ich may have h ad a ro le i n  u ndermi n i n g not on ly both 
i nstitutions interests but ,  more i mportantl y, the students i nterests, have been v i rtual ly  
el iminated . Fin al l y ,  a model now exists which can be appl ied to other community colleges i n  
t h e  metropol i tan area. B y  using what we have learned in developing t h e  relat i onship with 
Cl ackamas we can quickly ,  c heaply and easi ly  create s imi lar co-adm iss i on programs and 
Transfer/transition Inqu i ry courses at other i nstitutions . The consequence of this  effort is  
better serv ice to the larger community,  to the student and to the i nst itutional interests of both 
commu n ity co I le ges and this  u n i versity . 
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CLACKAMAS COMMUNITY COLLEGE I PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
MEM O RAN DU M O F  U N D ERSTAN DIN G 
JANUARY 1 997 
. This memorandum of understanding summarizes agreements between Portland State University (PSU) 
and Clackamas Community College (CCC) to cooperate in promoting the successful movement of stu­
dents between institutions. The PSU I CCC partnership is designed to improve student access to under­
graduate education; to increase the efficiency of joint efforts in support of students; and to improve the 
success of our transfer population by focusing efforts on AAOT and baccalaureate degree completion. It 
is hoped that this effort will increase the public's awareness of the benefits of partnerships between the 
high schools, CCC, and PSU. We are entering into a closer relationship to better serve the students 
that we share and intend a partnership that results in mutual gain for both institutions. 
1.  
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
2. 
The Nature of the Partnership 
This parmership is based upon the following core values: 
Improved student access to undergraduate education . 
Promotion of appropriate educational choices that best meet the individual student's academic, 
social, career, and financial needs. 
Improved AAOT and baccalaureate degree completion rates . 
Ease of student movement between and through both institutions . 
Ready access to comprehensive support services for student success, regardless of student location . 
Individualized assistance for students in evaluating career options and designing educational 
programs. 
Improved efficiency of effort between CCC and PSU in serving shared students . 
Accessibility of information for student success . 
Greater public awareness of connections between the high schools, CCC, and PSU. 
Shared faculty expertise and joint faculty development . 
Successful student learning through sound educational practices . 
Initial Strategies 
The following strategies are identified as vital "first steps" and will be implemented by both institutions 
during 1 996 .. 98: 
A. Providing multiple entry points for transfer students through joint 
admissions procedures 
• A joint admissions agreement will be completed for new CCC I PSU students to begin fall 
1 997.  
B. Providing coordinated student and academic services for jointly-enrolled 
students 
• A consortium agreement for federal financial a id disbursement will be developed for fall 1 997. 
• A joint cadre for admissions and advising will be identified to work on procedures for fall 1997 . 
• Joint library privileges for dual admission students will be designed for fall 1997. 
• Joint library privileges for CCC inquiry students will be available spring term 1997. 
C. Joint recruitment, outreach, and orientation efforts 
• Joint marketing materials and procedures will be developed for immediate implementation. 
These initial materials will be aimed at CCC transfer.students and area high school students 
interested in an undergraduate degree. 
• A coordinated high school outreach effort will be designed during winter 1997. 
D. Designing integrated course work that employs inquiry methods 
• An inquiry transition I transfer course will be offered at CCC during spring 1997. For 1996-97, 
this course will hold a 299 number. while appropriate course numbering is determined. PSU 
will waive the 300-level transfer transition requirement for students completing this cou�e. 
E. Joint faculty appointments and mutual faculty development opportunities 
• Criteria and procedures for joint faculty appointments will be developed during 1996-97. 
• Future faculty development opportunities for CCC I PSU faculty will be identified for 1997 -98. 
F. Comprehensive evaluation of outcomes 
• An evaluation plan for determining the success of this partnership�.will be designed during 
1996 .. 97. 
3.  Future goals 
The following goals have been identified as important to both institutions and will shape the future develop .. 
ment of our partnership: 
• Continuing to cultivate faculty exchange and development opportunities. 
• Providing technological connections between CCC and PSU to facilitate 
enrollment and to provide access to records, library services, course and Classroom linkages, and 
other faculty I student communications. 
• Designing articulated career path programs. 
• Designing and marketing evening / weekend baccalaureate degree completion 
program for adult students on the CCC campus. 
• Encouraging faculty exchanges and joint appointments at CCC and PSU. 
• Adjusting a joint admissions policy to reflect the standards-based PASS admissions process. 
• Expanding this pilot to other metropolitan area community colleges. 
This agreement will be reviewed annually by both i�titutions. 
Signed, 
John Keyser, President 
Clackamas Community College 
J udith Ramaley, President 
Portland State University 
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SECTION 5 
FA CULTY GOVERNANCE 
Report of the University Studies Committee 
Submitted by Craig Wollner, with Tom Biolsi 
THE UNIVERSITY STUDIES COMMITTEE: ORIGINS AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT 
The University Studies Committee was established by administrative action in 1 994. 
Its primary responsibility ,  as delineated in The Portland State University Faculty Governance 
Guide, is to review curriculum and curriculum development for University S tudies. The 
Guide further states that the Committee performs this responsibility in a manner analogous to 
a departmental curriculum committee. Any additional responsibilities are delegated or 
assigned by the Associate Dean for University S tudies . 
The University S tudies Committee evolved out of the General Education Working 
Group in the Fall of 1 994. The Committee at that time did not have a constitution, but it was 
understood that its membership should represent the various stakeholders in the University 
regarding General Education. The Committee thus had representation from the various 
schools as well as the various 11cultures1 1 of scholarship (for example, science and the 
humanities) . The Committee elected its first chair, Tom Biolsi of the Department of 
Anthropology, in the Fall of 1 994. 
The Committee1s immediate charge in 1 994-5 from Charles White, Associate Dean for 
University Studies (UnSt), was to facilitate planning and preparation for the first year of 
Sophomore Inquiry ( 1 995-6). This task involved translating the general education document 
adopted by the Faculty Senate in 1 993 into operational form for the sophomore and upper­
division components of the new curriculum. It was imperative in this process to draw out 
what were essential curricular guidelines that were not necessarily spelled out in the document, 
but that were implied or logically requisite if the overall intent of a University Studies 
program with integrity was to be carried out. 
The Committees main responsibility was to facilitate the formation of 
interdisciplinary clusters of upper-division courses, each with its introductory Sophomore 
Inquiry (SINQ) course. The Committee did this by sponsoring curricular fora, by meeting 
with potential cluster faculty individually and in groups, and by instituting a review process 
for UnSt credit. Throughout this period, the Committee sought to function in a way 
analogous to a departmental curriculum committee, steering the development of courses in 
the direction of the overall integrity and cohesiveness of the overall program. 
The clusters differ from Freshman Inquiry (FRINQ) in that the former are taught by 
faculty members with primary responsibilities to their departmental programs. Cluster facu lty 
must either reorganize existing upper-division courses or design new ones while continuing 
their normal workloads in their departments . In most cases, the cluster courses must do 
11double duty1 1  in both departmental and University Studies curricula. The challenge for the 
University Studies Committee was to guide the process in such a way that the emerging cluster 
curricula worked 
coherently across the clusters and met the required goals adopted by the Senate, while 
allowing each cluster to define the content of its curriculum from the ground up in 
conformity with the topical interests of faculty members and available resources. 
B ecause PSU is not a rich institution which can afford to release large numbers of 
professors from their departmental responsibilities to design and teach dedicated general 
education courses (except, of course, for FRINQ), there are inevitably tensions between the 
demands for disciplinary or topical 1 1coverage" and the necessity to de1 iver on the generalized 
UnSt "goals" to which the Senate committed the faculty. The Committee did its best to make 
this tension a productive one that, in collegial faculty dialogue, would bring out more clearly 
the potentially distinctive functions of general education , liberal education, and departmental 
major/minor programs--all of which continue to have critical roles in the remarkably complex 
curricular mix at PSU. This emerging awareness among the facu lty is critical if the University 
Studies program is to succeed. 
In that regard, the Committees intention was to help open a new kind of reflective 
thinking about the general education side of the teaching all faculty do, and about the 
scholarly publics to which we are accountable as undergraduate, classroom professors in a 
university . The Committee did not believe that there are existing paradigms for this kind of 
deep curriculum development on a shoestring. one that is organizationally 1 1dispersed" but 
that simultaneously addresses itself in a concerted way to common pedagogical goals with the 
aim of a coherent, student-centered program, agreed upon by the faculty as a whole . 
On 8 May 1 996, the C ommittee formalized its proces ses for deliberation and 
continuity by adopting a set of guidelines . The guidelines state in part that in its functioning 
the C ommittee would seek to represent the professional and inte11ectual interests of the faculty 
members who are teaching University Studies courses . . . .  The Committee also wrote into the 
guidelines that it would assume additional responsibilities as they arise in the course of the 
University Studies Program . . .  [or] as delegated or assigned by the CLAS Associate Dean for 
University Studies. 
Voting membership, according to the guidelines, is open to all faculty who have or have had a 
significant involvement in the development and/or delivery of the University studies Program 
and curricula . . . .  Voting membership on the Committee is to consist of at least 1 5  active 
members, with at least one representative from each school or decanal unit with 
undergraduate curricula. 
In the Spring of 1 996, Craig Wollner, Social Science/IMS , was elected chair of the 
Committee. At this writing, he is completing a two-year term in the position. 
CURRENT CONFIGURATION AND OPERATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
Over the last year, the University Studies Committees role and activities have changed 
considerably . In its early incarnation the Committee was both a policy making and review 
body for University S tudies. Over the current period, by contrast, the Committee has reduced 
the amount of vetting of new clusters and of cluster and capstone courses that was formerly its 
exclusive purview. Instead, it has emphasized the crafting of fundamental policy for the 
entire program. 
In order to facilitate this change, the Committee has localized every day management 
responsibilities in the council of cluster coordinators, chaired by Michael Flower of Honors 
and Science Education, and the capstone subcommittee, chaired by Susan Agre-Kippenhan of 
Art, a model of operation established early in the programs existence with the relationship 
between the Committee and the FRINQ council .  In any event, each of the chair positions 
retains a permanent seat on the main University Studies Committee, as does the chair of the 
FRINQ council,  currently Judy Patton of UnSt. 
Although the C ommittee has not relinquished ultimate authority for cluster and 
capstone management, it is now freed to work in the main on larger policy issues of 
Universi ty Studies that come to its attention and to nurture an ongoing conversation on the 
nature and philosophy of University Studies--its values, goals ,  and s ignificant problems of 
development.  To that end, the Committee currently convenes at noon on Wednesdays in 
Cramer Hall 447 , alternating open issue discussions one week ( subjects range from the impact 
of the University of Phoenix on general education to the Application of Raci al Identity 
Development Theory in the Classroom) with regular business meetings the next. 
THE JUNIOR-SENIOR COURSE CLUSTERS AND THE COORDINATOR IN 
RELATION TO THE UNIVERSITY STUDIES COMMITTEE 
The Cluster Coordinator position was established during the 1 995-6 academic year in 
order to convene the coordinators of the various junior-senior c lusters periodically, the better 
to discuss issues and resol ve problems specific to the clusters. and to give cluster faculty an 
influential voice in the functioning of the element of the program in which they teach . The 
Coordinator position was combined with that of the Chair of the Committee. Thus,  Tom 
Biolsi became the initial Coordinator. He was followed by Craig Wollner in 1 996. 
The Coordinators efforts in the first year involved intensive work with the clusters on 
the start-up problems associated with the first year of SINQ : scheduling, student grievances, 
and so on . The Coordinator also worked with the Committee to facil itate the development of 
coherence within clusters, mostly by establishing workshops and fora on cluster design. 
Although the cluster coordinator group met separately from the Committee over the 
first year and a half of its existence, the Committee maintained control over the admission of 
new clusters into University Studies. In 1 995-96 and 1 996-97 , the Committee reviewed and 
voted acceptance of twenty-two new clusters . 
In A Y 96-97 , the position of Cluster Coordinator was separated from the Chair of the 
University Studies Committee because the number of clusters (22) and the issues related to 
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their management had grown significantly since the inception of the clusters, detaining the 
Committee in, as it were, the micro management of the clusters and because it  was felt 
decision making for the clusters should be, in University Studies as in the schools and 
colleges, pushed to the level at which the actual teaching and curricular design occurs As 
noted above, Michael Flower was elected by the cluster coordinators as chairman of this 
group in the Spring of 1 997. The charge to the chair was to convene the coordinators 
regularly to discuss and resolve issues relating to the management of the clusters, to review 
applications of admission of new clusters to University Studies, and to monitor the admission 
of new courses to existing clusters (in the first instance, a prerogative of the individual 
cluster) . 
The Cluster Coordinator, from his seat on the UnSt Committee, reports to the 
Committee regularly on the activities of the clusters. The Committee retains the overall policy 
making function for the clusters . 
THE CAPSTONE SUBCOMMITTEE IN RELATION TO THE UNIVERSITY STUDIES 
COMMITTEE 
The Capstone Subcommittee resulted from the implementation of the last phase of 
PSUs new general education curriculum scheduled for Fall quarter 1 997 . In A Y 94-95, Tom 
Biolsi named four faculty from the Committee to a task force charged with submitting to the 
Committee a set of recommendations for the full implementation of the capstone courses two 
years hence. The new committee was chaired by Dick Morris, Assistant Dean, EAS, and 
included B ob Tinnin, B iology, Rich Wattenberg, The_ater Arts, and Craig WoJ lner, Social 
Science/ IMS. The capstone task force created a set of guidelines delineating the mechanics 
of capstone courses and basic rules designed to make the capstones conform as closely as 
possible to a functional model of an upper division course. The rules were subsequently 
submitted to and debated by the full University StJJdies Committee and adopted with 
modifications in 1 996. 
In A Y 96-97 the volume of capstone proposals submitted to the Committee reached a 
level that hindered the completion of its other business.  As in the case of the upper division 
clusters, the Committee created a capstone subcommittee under Susan Agre-Kippenhan, to 
accomplish the everyday review of new applications for courses and management of the 
capstones .  Also l ike the cluster coordinators committee, the chair of the capstone 
subcommittee holds a dedicated seat on the Committee and reports to the larger body on a 
regular basis regarding issues confronting the capstones and the acceptance of new capstones . 
MEMBERS O:F THE UNIVERSITY STUDIES COMMITTEE 
Over its l ifetime, the UnSt Committee has had approximately 27 members (some 
individuals who were full voting members may not have been l isted on the Committees 
rosters) .  
The following names are of  current committee members : 
Susan Agre-Kippenhan, ART 
Martha Balshem, UnSt 
Tom B iolsi ,  ANTH 
Kim B rown, LING/INTL 
Michael Flower, HON 
Dick Forbes, B IO 
Barbara Holland, USP 
Ray Johnson, SBA 
Susan Karant-Nunn, HST 
Herm Migliore, ME 
Carol Morgaine CFS 
Ellie Nolan, CDC 
Judy Patton, UNST 
Bill rabiega, USP 
Marcia Silver, ENG 
Jack Straton, PHY 
Craig Wollner, SSC/IMS. 
Current ex officio members of eh UnSt Committee are: 
David Holloway, ENG (Curriculum Committee) 
Seanna Kerrigan, CAE 
Robert Mercer, CLAS 
Leslie Rennie-Hill, UnSt 
The following list is of former members of the UnSt Committee: 
Lois Becker, HST 
Johanna Brenner, SOC/WS 
Nancy Chapman, USP 
Seanna Kerrigan, CAE 
Devorah Lieberman, CAE/SP 
Peter Leung, PHY 
Dick Morris, EAS 
Bob Tinnin, BIO 
Michael Toth, SOC 
Rich Wattenberg, TA 
Ellen West, SBA 
Emily Young, ART 
SECTION 6 
ASSESSMENT 
Introduction to University Studies Assessment Activities 
Caveats and Clarification 
Since the assessment of teaching and learning in the context of h igher education is a 
complex and difficult enterprise, it is important to preface this d iscussion with several caveats . 
First is the ambiguity about the meaning of "assessment" .  In h igher education th is term is 
used in  a variety of ways : to dep ict academic resources , the demograph ics of student behavior, 
and the "inputs" to and the "outputs" of the educational endeavor; to describe what we do in 
critiquing our students' work and in assigning their grades ; to characterize internal processes 
of promotion and the award ing of merit and tenure. Second, as we know too well , yet forget 
too readily ,  in each of these appl ications , meaningful assessment requires a substantial invest­
ment of resources , t ime, energy, and innovation . Much that we do in the name of assessment 
does not always occur within a framework of wel l-informed des ign or rigorous implementa­
tion . Third , drawing on the professional l iterature on assessment we want to take note of the 
important d istinction between formative and summative assessment . The purpose of formative 
assessment is to col lect information designed primarily for program development and im­
provement, whi le  the goal of summative assessment is to come to an overal l ,  summary judg­
ment about the effectiveness and value of an establ ished program . S ince both the initiation of 
th is innovative approach to general education and the establ ishment of a university-wide trad i­
tion of assessment are in their early phases , it is clear that formative assessment will be our 
primary order of business for some time. Finally, it should be noted that the concern for as­
sessment is relatively new; as is the case with most univers ities across the country, PSU has 
had no prior explicit practice of assessing the outcomes , goals ,  and competencies of a univer­
sity education.  
Toward a Culture of Evidence 
As we move toward our immediate purposes of communication and understand ing, it 
wil l  be helpful to keep the differences between formative and summative assessment in mind . 
In fact the various assessment efforts that have attended the implementation of University 
Stud ies reflect their sal ience. The assessment l iterature on higher education provided the intel ­
lectual rationale and formative data that legitimated the change from the distribution model of 
general education to the interd iscipl inary model that is now University Stud ies; simil ar kinds of 
formative internal scholarsh ip have been internal ly encouraged in the effort to put into practice 
that "culture of evidencen about which President Ramaley often spoke. With in this new ethos, 
assessment was and is intended to become increasingly integrated as a university-wide curri cu­
lar practice, but this is a goal which ·has not yet been ach ieved . 
Phase One: The Beginni ngs of Assessment 
Given the newness of the program and the request by the Faculty Senate for evaluation 
when it approved the program, University Stud ies became an opportune arena in which to ini­
tiate this new focus on academic assessment . Accord ingly, the Office of Institutional Research , 
Testing Services , and faculty from the social sciences, humanities ,  and education were brought 
together to design a framework and initial activities for assessing the overall program. 
This committee met from March through June of 1 994 and produced a model plan, 
called the General Education Assessment Project . Th is initial effort identified four primary 
areas of assessment: cognitive outcomes, " attitudes and val ues ,  behavioral outcomes , and as­
sessment of teamwork . While  the plan was comprehens ive, resources were lacking and only 
part of it was implemented . The effort also ran into other formidable obstacles, not the least of 
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which was the reluctance of students to participate and the absence of curri culum-l inked ,  oper­
ational ized measures . However, the annual implementation of a standard ized instrument cal l ed 
the Col l ege Classroom Environment Scales was initiated as was the first stage of a proposed 
four year program of administering the ACT-COMP, a national ly-normed measure of student 
accompl ishment that closely corresponded to the expl icitly defined goals of University Stud ies . 
Data on such traditional measures as rates of appl ication, retention , and graduation were also 
col lected. 
While inaugurated w ith the best of intentions, th is first attempt can best be described as 
a somewhat naive summative program assessment .  Its naivete lay not in the qual ifications of 
those who implemented the effort ,  but in the fact that both the external assessors and the fac­
u lty who were del ivering the University Stud ies program did not ful ly comprehend the com­
plexity of the reform that had been initiated . Furthermore, th is assessment effort d id not deal 
d irectly enough with the internal activities of the program--the curriculum--the arena in wh ich 
the reform was expected to have the most impact . 
Those who articulated the General Education Assessment Project as wel l as those who 
designed the University Stud ies curriculum knew that the curriculum was where the real meas­
ures needed to be taken, but knowing it in theory was 0.ne th ing; design and implementation 
was another. As with any real innovation there sti l l  was a great deal to l earn . 
Phase Two: Gleanings from Experience 
It was partly toward the end of confront ing these issues that the Center for Academic 
Excel lence was establ ished in the spring of 1 995 ; its goals were the improvement of teach ing, 
the increase of community-based learning and university-community partnersh ips, and the as­
sessment of teach ing and learning practices . While specific positions were establ ished and 
fil led to ach ieve the first two goals ,  assessment, in some ways the most sens itive of the three, 
drew on faculty participation in other ways . 
These early experiences led to a reconsideration of the assessment effort on two fronts . 
As our own experiences and the influence of the Center drew our focus to in-class learning, 
University Studies faculty increasingly began devising independent assessment activities that 
were much more specific and local ized in their own classrooms . At about th is same time, the 
Center initiated two new assessment efforts . One was the creation of a campus-wide faculty 
committee charged with exploring the prospects of and prov id ing some overal l d irection to as­
sessment in the larger university community . The other was the introduction of a very specific 
assessment component included as integral to the pilot Capstone courses then being des igned . 
Phase Three: Toward a More Refined Approach 
Without being conscientiously conceived as such , these activities constituted a series of 
formative curriculum assessment efforts . However, sti l l  missing were ( 1 )  a fully articulated 
and substantively grounded assessment des ign and rationale and (2) a coordinated and coherent 
administration of these various assessment activities . To begin the process of bringing these 
i nto being, two groups met during th is past fal l .  One group was an ad hoc committee cal led 
into session by Univers ity Stud ies and composed of representatives of all those persons work­
ing on assessment projects . Over the next several months this group began to compile reports 
of their efforts to date. The second group is currently cal led "the working group on University 
Studies assessment" and was establ ished under the joint aegis of OAA, CAE, and Univers ity 
Stud ies .  Th is latter group is currently composed of El len Skinner (Professor of Psychology) , 
Paul Niebanck (Distingu ished Vis iting Professor of Urban Stud ies) , Kath i Ketcheson (Acting 
Director of the Office of Institutional Research), Cheryl Ramette (Scheduling and Classroom 
Research , University Stud ies) , Robbie Jessen (Assessment Special ist,  CAPS), and Michael 
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Toth (Professor of Sociology, Instructor in Freshman Inquiry, and Director for Assessment and 
Program Development, U niversity Studies). 
The working group on U niversity Studies assessment has now concluded a series of 
meetings during fall term with a prel iminary report to OAA ,  CAE, and University Stud ies ,  and 
will be meeting with President Dan Bernstine for further d iscussion in January . This group 
has endeavored to inform the efforts currently underway with a more expl icit rationale and co­
herence and to identify the directions in which future efforts need to be made. They are pro­
posing that future assessment move in two directions : first, toward a more organized assess­
ment of student outcomes, both within specific classes and at the end of specified sequences of 
study. Basical ly, th is will consist of the work that is currentJy in progress and add itional ef­
forts that logical ly fol low as a more complete picture is mapped out .  Second, and equal ly es­
sential , is a component that has been largely absent from previous efforts : the assessment of 
institutional impact--on faculty both within and outside of Univers ity Stud ies, on departments 
and other programs, on University Studies itself, on the university-at-large (which includes 
such items as budgets, al location and util ization of resources , and the current thinking of fac­
ulty, administrators, staff and students), and on the various constituencies that the univers ity 
serves . 
This newly develop ing phase of assessment can most accurately be described as an in­
tegrated formative assessment of curricular, programmatic, and institutional change. It 
should be conducted not only with in the framework of curricular and organizational develop­
ments at PSU ,  but also in reference to the larger on-going national d iscussion and critique re­
gard ing the prospects and promise of undergraduate programs in h igher education. 
Where We Are Now 
The materials that follow paral lel the sequence described above and should serve to 
provide a more detailed and complete summary of the various assessment efforts that have been 
addressed to University Stud ies since the fal l of 1994. Immediately following are: 
1 )  an especial ly pertinent article on core ski l ls and the curriculum from the Opinion 
Pages of 1he Chronicle of Higher Education (August 1 ,  1 997) . 
2) a copy of the Working Assumpt ions and Bel iefs from the PSU Committee on Under­
graduate Student Retention, November 1 993; 
3) an expanded version of the University Stud ies curriculum goals ,  as articulated 
within the Freshman Inquiry curriculum; 
4) working proposals from a sequence of the various assessment committees ; 
5) formative assessment reports regarding University Studies ,  both past and present . 
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l{P0RTS AND CRITICS inside and 
outside of the academy contin­
ue to raise serious questions 
about whether college students 
are learning enough, and whether their 
classes adequately prepare them to func­
tion in the world after they graduate. 
What's at the root of these concerns? Is it 
that faculty members don't work hard 
enough at teaching? Do they disagree on 
what the basic goals of an undergraduate 
education should be? 
The problem is not a lack of faculty ef­
fort. Studies consistently show that 50-to-
6G-hour work weeks are more the rule than 
the exception and; further, !hat most facul­
ty members are decent teachers. The wide­
spread use of teaching innovations that in­
corporate e-mail, the World-Wide Web, 
and other experimental strategies substan­
tiate the fact that many professors contin­
ue to work at improving their pedagogy. 
What's more, a lack of consensus on the 
goals for ah undergraduate education also 
is  not the issue.  Far more agreement than 
disagreement exists among faculty mem­
bers on what skills students should have 
when they graduate. 
I submit that the continuing concerns 
arise from the unwillingness of professors 
and administrators to confront fundamen­
tal-alt hough certainly complicated-is­
sues about how to establish priorities and 
formulate coherent curricula. 
I n  conducting workshops over the past 
decade on how to design curricula, I have 
asked considerably more than 1 ,000 facul­
ty members-from a cross section of aca­
demic disciplines and institutions-the_ 
same question: .. What basic competencies 
or skills should every college graduate 
have?" The responses have been remark­
ably consistent. They typically include 
skills in communicating (writing, speaking, 
reading, and listening), mathematics (espe­
cially basic statistics) ,  problem solving, 
and critical thinking; interpersonal skills 
(such as working in groups and leading 
them); computer literacy; and, most re­
cently, appreciation of cultural diversity 
and the ability t o  adapt 10 innovation and 
change. Of course, most a(,us would add to 
this list knowledge in the student's major 
discipline and some general knowledge of 
other core disciplines in the humanities 
and sciences . 
Despite this broad agreement, however, 
students, parents, employers, legislators, 
and many of us within academe believe 
that far too many students still graduate 
without mastering the core s kills. 
T
HE REASONS are fundamen1al. 
First, higher education rarely 
deals with the goals of instruc­
tion directly and has avoided 
stating them in measurable terms. Institu­
tions have been much more comfortable 
measuring the quality of their institutions 
by indirect indices-the degrees held by 
faculty members , faculty publications and 
honors, and the number of dollars received 
in grants-than by what students have 
learned. Indirect measurements of quality 
avoid the inevitable fact that once you 
have stated your goals in · measurable 
terms, you become accountable for assess­
ing how well you are meeting those goals 
and for making difficult decisions if you are 
not doing so. · 
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Broad Curriculum Reform 
· Is Needed if Students 
Are to Master Core Skills 
By Robert M. Diamond 
The second basic problem involves the 
design of curricula. Courses and programs 
rarely are designed around the goal of pro­
viding each student with the chance to at­
tain the competencies we agree on. I n­
stead, faculty members serving on curricu­
lum committees often see their first 
priorities as retaining required courses t hat 
they and their colleagues have spent time 
creating, as well as maintaining enroll­
ments for themselves and their depart­
ments . The first priority is not really the 
development of a cohesive, well-struc­
tured curriculum. 
The third problem is that, at many insti­
tutions, faculty members receive little re­
ward for devoting significant amounts of 
lime and energy to improving courses and 
curricula. While most faculty diembers 
support giving greater weight to teaching 
and developing curricula when promotions 
and tenure are awarded, the operational 
criteria used to determine such rewards 
have not yet changed among members of 
most promotion-and-tenure committees. 
Fourth, higher education has been able 
to avoid hard questions-and, so, it has. 
Even with outside criticism, we have not 
had sufficient impetus 10 overcome resis­
tance and inertia. Despite research to the 
contrary, a good number of faculty mem­
bers continue to believe that many of the 
basic compe-tencies that ·students need 
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cannot be fairly assessed. These faculty 
members also clearly see the possible 
downside of stating goals i n  measurable 
terms, and their fears have been strong 
enough to deter all but the most persislent 
or persuasive administrators to back off 
when questions are raised about assess­
ment of educational outcomes. 
Finally, and perhaps most fundamental­
ly,  many people in higher education do not 
know how to design courses and curricula 
very well. They really are not sure what 
questions to ask, what options are avail­
able, or what procedures to follow to make 
fundamental change. Faculty leaders and 
administrators interested in redesigning 
courses and curricula must identify, con­
sult, and reward professors and staff mem­
bers who are experienced in instructional 
design and assessment. 
Of course, stating the hoped-for out­
comes of learning is only one step in im­
proving educational quality. Authentic 
curricular change requires a demonstrated 
institutional commitment-financial re­
sources, active administrative support, 
and a revamped reward system to encour­
age extensive faculty involvement. Facul­
ty members must see their efforts as part of 
broader institutional change and be will ing 
to review the literature on curriculum de­
sign and student assessment. 
U llimately, departments' redesign of 
their curricula must be meshed with insti­
tulionwide changi;s if we are to provide 
each student with the chance to develop 
the competencies required. Studen1s need 
ample opportunity for practice and rein­
forcement of the various skills throughout 
their entire undergraduate experience. 
While all of this is difficult to accom­
plish, deep curricular change is possible. II 
does not require adding an exhaustive list 
of new courses 10 t he curriculum. Many 
core competencies can be built into re­
quired courses. Writing and speaking 
assignments, · activities involving small 
groups and problem solving, and the de vel­
opment and use of computer skills are in­
structional techniques that can be intro­
duced or expanded in almost every course. 
The sequences of instruction must be care­
fully orchestrated . however, and pedagogy 
must change. To learn a problem-solving 
technique is one thing; to apply it through­
out !he semester in a political-science or 
sociology course is a far more effec tive 
li:arning strategy, but oni: that requiri:s in­
gi:nuit y on the part of faculty mt:mbers. 
A growing list of resources is available 
to help us in this process. For example ,  
severnl publications from t h e  Nat ional 
Center for Education Statistics can help  
institutions and departmenls with  the  diffi­
cult task of learning how to evaluate stu­
dents' progress in the areas of speaking, 
writing, and critical th inking. I n  addit io n ,  
many campuses have established centers 
with experienced staff members who can 
help instructors to identify educational 
goals and strategies for assessing students' 
progress toward them. 
R
DESIGNING the curriculum lo 
emphasize core competencies 
is undeniably difficu lt. Those 
who undertake such a chal­
lenge must be willing lo put aside long-held 
beliefs about what a program must include , 
raise ques lions that traditionally have bee n 
avoided, and test assumptions about what 
students know and what curricula now 
achieve. Curricular reform requires facul­
ty members 10 look outside their disci­
plines and consider relevant material pub­
lished by scholars in other fields. 
Far-reaching curricular reform may ap­
pear overwhelming at firs!. But until we 
structu re ou r curricula so ! hat every stu­
dent has the opportunity to learn and use 
core skills, and until we can confidently 
assert that we know how to measure each 
student 's mastery of lh�se skills, we will 
not give our students the background that 
they need for life beyond academe. 
It is true t hat as we begin lo describe i n  
measurable terms what a college degree 
should represent, we will be held increas­
ingly accountable for the substance of each 
graduate's education. But if we do not cre­
ate our own framework of skills and mea­
suremenls, then legislators, trustees, and 
others beyond our walls will not hesitate to 
impose theirs on us. The time has come for 
higher educatiop to bite the curriculum 
bullet. 
Robert M. Diamond is assistant vice-chan­
cel/or for instructional development at 
Syracuse University . He is the author of ' 
Designing and Assessing Courses and Cur­
ricula, 10 be publishitd this full by Jossey­
Bass Publishers. 
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Working Assumptions and Beliefs 
from the 
PSU Committee on Undergraduate Student Retention 
November 1993 
• Students experience the University in different ways, influenced both by their individual 
culture and prior experiences. Most students assume numerous roles simultaneously 
(e.g . ,  parent, employee, student, spouse). These roles, which often conflict,  have an 
influence on our students and their educational plans and progress. F acuity, staff and 
administrators need to understand these differences and the multiple student roles in 
order to respond effectively to our diverse student population. 
• Our fundamental interest is not that students are "retained" but that they experience a 
quality undergraduate education and feel positive about their experiences. A concern 
about "retention" should actually be a concern about the nature and quality of the un­
dergraduate educational experience. 
• The departure of an individual student may not represent a failure on the part of the 
University. Therefore, we must know more about why and how student departures 
occur. 
• The audience for our work is PSU students, staff, faculty and administrative leadership .  
Before any meaningful improvement can take place, these grou ps must share a belief 
that retention at PSU is a problem. 
• The continuous improvement of the University environment, as it affects students, is 
(or should be) a core value of the institution. Thus, retention is not attained or 
achieved, but is improved continuously as part of the process of improving the Uni­
versity environment and the nature of the undergraduate experience. 
• Solutions cannot be imported. While knowledge of experiences elsewhere are impor­
tant, the specific approaches taken at PSU must be designed to fit our institutional 
context and culture. 
• Reports of the Committee should be made public, to be reviewed, di scussed and de­
bated by a wide PSU audience. 
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• COMMUNICA TION SKILLS • 
The student will develop the capacity to communicate through various media--writing, 
graphics, numeracy, and other visual and oral means. 
WRITING 
• The student will participate in and understand the writing process--topic 
selection and narrowing, prewriting, drafting, and revision. 
• The student will produce various types of academic essays. These may include 
self-exploration, analysis, and research. 
• The student will explore various creative writing avenues, such as poetry, 
drama, and short stories. 
GRAPHICS 
• The student will communicate ideas via various types of graphical information, 
including statistical data and artistic forms. This may include utilization of 
computer programs, such as Excel, SuperPaint, and QuickTake, and may also 
involve producing projects, such as architecture, set design, and paintings. 
ORAL COMMUNICATION 
• The student will understand how to organize and construct an oral presentation, 
which may include individual speeches, oral reports and presentations, and panel 
and group presentations. 
NUMERACY 
• The student will realize that numeracy is another form of analysis and 
communication. This communication involves gathering and analyzing data 
through creating spreadsheets, developing charts, graphs, and tables, and 
exploring such statistical concepts as regression, measures of central tendency, 
and concepts of probability. 
VISUAL COMMUNICATION 
• The student will develop an understanding that artistic expression is a source of 
information and form of communication. This may include analyzing various 
forms of art, such as paintings, music, dance, and drama. 
• INQUIRY & CRITICAL THINKING o 
The student will learn through the integration of various disciplines to question and test 
assumptions, statements, and conventional wisdom. 
The student will learn to discuss, analyze, abstract and conceptualize complex ideas from a 
broad range of perspectives. 
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The student will become an active, self-motivated, and empowered learner through student­
directed, problem-po sing activities and assignments. 
e DIVERSITY & MUL TICUL TURALISM • 
The student will understand and appreciate the validity of varying realities by examining 
wider ethnic and cultural perspectives within the United States and around the world. Some 
of the issues connected may be those of class, race, gender, and sexual orientation. 
The student will participate in a classroom climate that is safe for non-traditional students 
. and will be able to reason, discuss, and disagree without infringing upon the personal or 
academic freedoms of others in the class. 
• ETHICAL ISSUES & SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY • 
The student will understand the impact of individual and collective choices in society, for 
example through awareness of political and social phenomena. The student will become 
aware of the consequences of their actions on others. 
The student will realize the value and importance of service to the community. This may be 
accomplished through various projects, such as volunteering with social action agencies. 
• RESEARCH METHODS • 
The student will understand and participate in the investigative research process--steps and 
procedures--by accessing diverse areas of information. These may include familiarity with the 
library and its resources and with computer databases that are available on the Internet, such 
as Netscape, World Wide Web, and Portals. 
• COMPUTER LITERA CY a 
The student will develop knowledge of various computer programs and functions in order to 
use different avenues of communication. These may include MS Word, Excel, PowerPoint, 
SuperPaint, QuickTake, Inspiration, Netscape, email, and listservs. 
o COMMUNITY BUILDING ca 
The student will participate in a learning community, both intellectually and socially, through 
group projects and collaborative work in both peer mentor sessions and large classes. The 
student will also feel a sense of connection to faculty, the university community, and the 
surrounding metropolitan area. 
e GRO UP PROCESS SKILLS e 
The student will develop the collaborative abilities required i n  group process, such as 
\ compromise and negotiation, through various class activities. These activities may include 
I · group projects, presentations, discussions, panels, and dramas. 
1 
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Working Proposals 
from 
Various Assessment Committees 
for 
University Studies 
• General. Education Assessment Model Document (June 1994) 
• Classroom Assessment Work Plan (1995-96) 
• University Assessment Team Framework (January 1996) 
• Update on the University Assessment Team (February 1996) 
• General. Education Assessment Model Document (March 1996) 
• Working Group on University Studies Assessment (not yet available) 
General. Education Assessment Model Docum-ent (June 1994) • 
General Education Assessment Model 
The General Education Assessment Project has been charged with the task of evaluating 
the University Studies Program. The development of increasingly successful educational 
strategies and courses, and improved student learning, underlies the reason for this assessment 
process. In keeping with the goals outlined by the General Education Committee Oanuary, 1994), 
program assessment will be centered around four goals: 
I .  Inquiry and critical thinking 
2. Communication 
3. Human Experience 
4. Ethical issues and social responsibility 
Taking a student-development approach, we will .attempt to examine the relationships and 
interactions that impact students' cognitive and affective development. Consequently, we have 
broken down the assessment process into tw'o general areas, general education outcomes, and 
measuring these outcomes. The following outline provides a strategy for evaluating the 
University Studies Program. 
I. Outcomes 
A Cognitive Outcomes 
I .  Subject matter knowledge 
a. mathematics 
. .  
b. english 
c. computer literacy 
2. Critical thinking 
a. reflective thinkingfindependent thinking 
b. problem solving 
c. application of skills to real life problems and issues (e.g., science literacy, 
arts literacy, etc.) 
3. Communication 
B. Attitudes and Values 
I .  Social Climate (diversity, multiculturalism) 
2. Sense of community (classroom climate) 
3. Community responsibility/citizenship 
C. Behavioral· Outcomes 
I .  Retention 
2 .  Time to degree 
3. Employment offers 
4. Successful transfers 
5.  Declared major 
D. Assessment of Teamwork . 
Il. Methods for Assessment 
A. Standardized measures (e.g., CPT, COMP, Classroom Environment Scales) 
B. Student portfolios 
C. Student evaluations including surveys, focus groups and self assessment (satisfaction 
with process and content, goals, student-student interaction, student-faculty 
interaction, etc.) 
D. Faculty evaluative research including surveys, focus groups, and self- assessment 
(satisfaction, ability to meet learning objectives, etc.) 
Classroom Assessment Work Plan (1995-96) • 
CLASSRO O M  ASSESSMENT WORK PLAN 
1 995-96 
Co-Leaders: Mary Kinnick & Dalton Miller-Jones 
At tachmen t 2 
(Other Team Members Participate as Interested and Time Permits) 
(listed in priority order) 
1 .  Increa s e  Use of Classro o m  Assessment Techniques 
a. Conduct initial round tables to identify issues/approaches-Dalton (lead) 
b. 
Goal: hold two in Fall I 995 / 
Two held Fall 1 995 ; 4 0  participants / 
/ 
Conduct quarterly workshops, with one follow-on session-Mary (lead) 
In follow-on sessions, facilitate continuing conversation among those with. special 
interests: large classes, community-based learning, learning styles, cultural diversity, 
etc., and seek their involvement in further developing the work plan and involvement 
in work plan activities 
· 
Goal for  Sept 1 996:  minimum of. I 00 participants 
Winter--January 4 (25  participants) ; follow-oscheduleded for March 6th,, 3 :30-5pm 
Spring--April 5, 1 -4 : 3 0 ;  follow-on TBN 
Summer--TBN 
Fall--Sept. 1 9th? 
2. Facilita te Skill-Building in Specific Areas Related to Course-Based Assessment 
a.  Monthly Brown Bag series-last Monday of. each month, �eginning Feb. 26th- Dalto.n 
(lead) ; additional sessions scheduled �ril I and April 29 · 
Goal for Sept. 1 996: conduct minim.um of 4 Brown Bags, with an average of 15  
participant per session 
3. D evelop a University-Wide Assessment Seminar or Symposium for September 1996 
a. Develop proposal/agenda/budget for the Provost and gain approval-Dalton (lead) 
b. Contact possible participants (Angelo, Cross, Farmer, Banta . .  others)-Team assists 
4. 
Conduct for l Yi days, one week prior to opening of Fall classes; goal of 250 
participants 
(Note: a major framework could be to consider alternatives to a credit hour-, SCH­
seat-time and grading system-driven sy·stem and the role assessment in such a new system; 
also need to begin to consider the implications for our faculty of the PASS) 
Produce a Booklet Summarizing the Theory and Research . that Underlies Classroom 
Assessment Practices 
Dalton as lead 
The booklet would summarize the research and include references to other resource 
materials. Th.is publication should be a "quick read". Should also identify the gaps in 
the research-what assumptions are the most tentative? Mary will talk \vith Angelo and Cross 
about this project, for their ideas and references. 
Goal: Available in Winter 1 997 
5. Produce a Summary Report o f  Faculty Workshop Participants Use o f  CA Ts and \Vha t 
They Learned 
Mary as lead 
This report, while a separate Product, will inform the "Getting Started11 Guidebook 
Goal: Available November 1 996 
6. Produce a Highly Reada ble Guidebook on "Course-Based Feedback Techniques :  
Getting Started" (tentative title ... ) 
Mary as lead 
Phase I will involve reviewing µie experjences of those trying out CATs--what they tried and 
what they learned. Phase I will also involve consulting with Janelle and the T As with whom 
sb.e has been working; consider organizing the handbook into sections reflecting some of the 
special interest areas that are emerging (assessment in large classrooms; community-based 
learning) and others (for instance, classroom culture building; learning styles & cultural 
diversity; etc. ) 
Goal: Available in Winter or Spring 1 997 
' 
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7. Produce a Promotion & Ten ure-rela ted Guidebook 
Other: 
Nancy as lead 
Drawing on the experiences of our O\.Vll faculty, the guidebook would include rich examples 
of how the use of classroom assessment and classroom research can be documented to 
support the case for the scholarship of teaching 
* Secure funding for a broader, campus-\\1.ide classroom research initiative; 
Mary has had a preliminary conversation with .T. Angelo and will follow-up 
with him and K Patricia_ Cross about joining them and others with such 
an initiative 
* Cons_ider the possibility for a Summer Institute 
Pro!cct clements to be 
planned nod nsscsscd; 
INIT I A i.. G U I D E  FOR 
PLANNING AN D CONDUCTING ASSESSMENT OF COMMUNITY/UNfVERSITY COLLAD ORAT I ON 
(211 4/96 H EV J S I ON) 
Perspectives: .. E.5sentlnt  critnh• for nssc�!\mc n t ;  
l .  Significance I Community: : University: �. lrnportancc of problem or issue to be addressed as determined within community parameters Consistency of the activity with university unit goals or institutional mission 
2. Appropriateness \ Community: . 
University: 
Integration/appreciation of diverse perspectives and values within the conununity 
Consistency to standards of conduct and pro tocol within the univF-rsily 
Community: Sufficiency of resources (h uman nncJ mmcria.l) w i lh i n  the commun i ty made avai lable to adl..lrcss the problem or issue 
3 .  Adequacy 
University: · Sufficiency of resources (humnn ru1t.I material) wi t.i1 in the university made available to address problem or issue 
Community: ·.' Appreciation, incorporation and generation of the knowledge base resid ing in  the conununi ty  
4.  Scholarship 
Un i versi ty : Apprccintion, incorporation :111d gc m.'ration of d i sc i p l i nary and i n ter-disc i p l i nary know led,;c 
Commun i ty : Qu:tnti ty nml qu:t l i ty of the f ow l  resu l t� which :nldrc �sc s c.:ornrn u n i t y  partne r  e x pectat ions  nnd/or com m u n i t y  need 
5. Resu l ts 
University : Enhancement to I.he learn ing ar.d dc .. ·ctopmcnt of PS U s1utlents engaged in. the project or acti vity  
Community: '. Observed and potential benefits to communi ty ent i ties lhat arc outcomes of the project or activi ty 
6. Impact 
University : Generation ?f opportunities to expand or further the qual i ty of teachin g, student learning,  research and service 
, .  
� ':; 
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At tachme n t  4 
. .  
SAMPLE FORMAT FOR 
ASSESSMENT SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY/UNIVERS ITY COLLA llO RA TION 
(2/1 4/96 REVISION) 
I Summary of St uden t Involvement  in the  Project 
Number of swdents in volved in the project: Total number of student hours spent in the project: 
Arenas of student involvement in lhe comm unity Ty�!\ of student activities wilhin l11e commun i ty 
Primary Sccond:try Primary Secondary 
Human needs: - - PrO\•iding direct service - -
Education : - - Promot ing public awareness - -
Public safety: - - Providing organizational support: - -
En vironment - - Providing technological support: - -
Business/industry: - - Promoting citizen involvement: - -
Arts and culture - -
II Sununary of Service, Acfivities and Benefits of the Project 
Description of project resulLt\ (e.g. repons, products. ser"ices provided, etc.): 
-
Number of indi viduals i n  the communi ty direc1Jy benefiting from the project 
(e.g. commun i ty parmers, target audience): 
Profile of direct beneficiaries of the project 
Dc..<;eription o f  how indi viduals directly i n vo l ved i n  che pro_icct were benefi1ed: 
Estimated number of others in the community indirectly or potentially benefiting by lhe project 
(e.g. stakeho.lders and tlle coaununity at large): 
Profile of indirect/potential beneficiaries of lhe project 
, 
Description of rhe poce£!tjal benefits of lhe project: 
.. · ID: .Sunun�tive As�.�!IJ-�nt o:f t!t.�--�.rojec:t : .. � 
Hii!h Low 
Level at which community partner's expectations were met: 5 4 3 2 I 
Level ac which university partner's were met: 5 4 3 2 
Level at which learning outcomes for student were met 5 4 3 2 
Overall satisfaction level of community partner: 5 4 3 2 
Overall satisfaction level of student participants: 5 4 3 2 I 
Level at which community partner was involved: 5 4 3 2 . I 
Level at which there is interest in repeating project 5 4 3 2 I 
I 
� ... - .- . 
At tachme n t  5 
PROPOS ED HANDBO OK O UTLIN E 
PLANNING AND ASS ESSING COM M UNITY/UNIVERS ITY COLLA BORATIVE PROJ ECTS 
I Purpose of Handbook 
Co ntents 
• to provide a practical and usable guide with suggested formats a nd 
examples that can be adapted to fi t all forms of collaboration 
• to present formats and definitions which will assist in the organization 
and communication of the quality and results of collaboration. 
II Statement of Guiding Principles 
• Collaboration as an expression of the urban mission 
• Commitment to achieving high quality results in coliaborative efforts 
• Mutual respect and appreciation of community and university processes 
• Importance of reciprocity of community and university entities 
• Importance of "embedded " and timely assessment 
III Defining Community /University Collaboration and Projects 
• Identifying and defining possible forms of collaboration 
• Identifying and defining community and university involvement levels 
• Identifying and defining project arenas and activities 
• Identifying and defining essential criteria for partnerships 
IV Partnership Development Guide 
• Partnership Development Protocol 
• Partnership Agreement and Project Plan Summary 
• Criteria for Partnerships 
V Assessment Format and Report and Examples 
• Assessment Planning Guide 
• Final Partnership Results and Benefits Summary Report 
VI Assessment Examples 
• Examples of Assessment and Summary Reports 
VI Sample Assessment Instruments 
• Assessing learning outcome for s tudents 
• Assessing partnership satisfaction 
• Assessing communi ty and university benefit 
University Assessment Team Framework (January 1996) • 
. � \. 
· ,  
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University Assessment Team Framework 
Acting collaboratively, the University Assessment Team will 
identify and expand exemplary assessmen·t' practices that 
continuously improve student learning, faculty scholarship and 
the well-being of the community. 
01/23/96 
Assessment at Portland State University is designed to improve student learn i ng, 
strengthen facu l ty development, guide reform, and provide information to facu lty, 
administrators, the legis latures and the publ ic that wi l l h elp improve productivi ty and 
·accountabi l ity. As the nation goes through tbe process of educational reform,- i t  is 
extremely i mportant that PSU bui ld a facu lty-centered culture of assessment. 
Assessment is  a mu lt idimensional concept which i nvolves mu l tip le users of assess ment 
data. Assessment provides feedback .to improve the qual ity of decision mak i ng, enabl ing 
the accumulation of evidence on progress toward goals and to guide a dynamic l in k ing of  
student l earn i ng, facul ty deve lopment and i nstitutional i n itiatives . Because assess ment 
faci l itates th e  articu lat ion of goals and measurement of progress toward specific object ives, 
i t  serves as a veh icle to document scholarship of teach i ng and the scholarship of outreach 
and a mechan ism for feedback on progress toward facu l ty scho larly agendas . The same 
data provides documentation for increases in faculty productivity and efficiency and gu ides 
faculty decis ions about curricu lar changes . 
Centra l  to PSU 's campus-wide assessment in it iat ive i s  student learn i ng . Assessment 
wi l l  hel p i mprove student learn i ng outcomes at the undergraduate and graduate l eve l s .  
Research fi nd i ngs i nd icate that clear expectations, made publ ic, along with assessmen t and 
feedback to the l earner enhances learn ing . Assessment of courses and majors wi l l  provide 
ways for both students and faculty to make adj ustments to courses and programs. 
Assessment i s  a means to faci l itate the scho larsh ip _ of teaching, and l earn about the 
performance outcomes for students. In  the development of al l such assessmen t act i v i t ies, 
facu lty must p lay a central role.  
For higher education to mainta in  i ts pub l ic trust, we m ust commun icate clea rl y  and 
concisely the val ue and outcome of pub l ic investment. I n formation gathered through 
regular assessment programs wi l l  help ans�er questions of accountab i l ity from OSS H E, the 
legis lators, and the l arger publ ic. 
-
- , · · -· ··· ' ·  -� :-PorHand·�State 's · 'urban� m iss-i on-fequ ires ·that we demonstrate- how the· un ivers·ity and i ts 
community interact to their mutua l benefit . Assessment activities wi l l  inc l ude those which 
examine this i nteraction and increase our u nderstanding of the effects of each upon the 
other. 
Assessment wi l l  be comprised of mult ip le  indicators both formative and summat ive.  
Standard ized measures, portfo l ios and newly constructed measures wi l l  be used w i th an 
em phasis on measuring qual i ty of the stadent experience�· - Un ivers ity data s uch as  
retention and en ro l l ment also are important. I n  addit ion,  a l umn i fol l ow-up and mon i tori n g  
o f  i nd ividual students progress may be needed. The type o f  measures used w i l l  vary across 
departments and assessment efforts depending on the goals of the assessment. 
.. 0 1/23/96 
The Un ivers i ty Assessment  Team is concentrat ing on faci l i tat ing assessment i n  the 
areas of classroom research, program/majors evaluat ion, comm un i ty i mpact and grants and 
contracts. The team wi l l  be guided by several principles .  First is  to view assessment as a 
form of faculty d eve lopment. Second is to capital ize on the assessment activi t ies that 
a l ready ex ist  and to ensure facu lty ownership of the process. Thi rd is to emphasize the 
i mportance of using assessment data to continuously improve student l earn ing and · the 
importance of communicating assessment data to students, facu lty and the communi ty. 
Fourth is to treat assessment l i ke all forms of scholarship as a wel l-designed scholarly 
activity. F ina l ly, address i ng the issue resources requ ired to conduct a meaning�ul  
assessment i s  essent ial . 
�-- - ":"" ... ..... - ... ... .... � - t. -. 
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Update on the University Assessment Team (February 1996) • 
UPDATE ON THE UNIVERSITY ASSESSMENT TEAM 
February 28, 1996 
GENERAL 
The University Assessment Team holds regular meetings each Monday morning. The meetings 
are broken into two segments: the first hour is devoted to a review of the team's general business 
and other items that come up during the week; the second hour is set aside for a visitor from a 
pilot assessment project to discuss program needs. This format will �ontinue until the pilot 
programs are well underway. The team has scheduled a number of brown bag discussions (see 
Attachment 1)  for faculty on issues around Classroom .ASsessment Techniques and Community 
Impact Assessment. 
PROGRAM/DEPARTMENT REVIEW 
The team is planning to work with four to five departments/programs and .University Studies to 
conduct a series of pilot assessment projects. The questions that the 1l:SSessment programs are 
designed to answer will vary. It is hoped that these pilot projects will serve as models for other 
departments and programs. Under the direction of Nancy Perrin, the team has begun contacting 
department chairs and other appropriate faculty who wish to pilot assessment projects. 
The first pilot to be implemented was planned with the School of Business Administration's 
(SBA) ma3t�r's p:.03rmn. Subsequently, SBA enthusiastically decided to include its 
undergraduate program in considering the benefits of assessment. Thus, the team will be 
assisting SBA. in designing and implementing both a graduate and undergraduate assessment 
pian in Lil.�; conung months. 
� P'l Jµl '1'11 p fr/? 
Some possible pilot programs include Mathern cs: as ssing goals of the major; Environmental 
Science and Resources: assessing students' progre oward program goals; Computer Science: 
using Banner data to track student progress; Eng · h: accountability for literature; and 
Sociology: comparing student progress in old and revised curriculum. 
In the spirit of it 's  charge, the team intends to help these pilot programs/departments understand 
assessment purposes and procedures so that they can devise an assessment scheme that meets 
their needs, i .e., that their faculty "oWn." An important component will be acquiring data on 
student outcomes by the year's end in order to establish a baseline for future comparisons . 
Titls is and promises to be the team's· most time-intensive work in the months ahead. 
,. 
General. Education Assessment Model Document (March 1996) • 
Portland.State University 
P.O. Box 751, � OR'111JJ1--0751 
GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT PROJECT 
Advisoiy 
Committee 
Univcmty 
Studies 
� .. 
Center for 
Academic 
Excellence 
• 
. · . 
• 
. 
UniVasity stUdies 
Assessment 
• 
• 
Assessment 
Team 
. 
• 
• 
• 
faculty 
Teaching 
I 
S�ts 
Leaming 
Mission Statement for General Education Assessment Project 
• To provide a resource for faculty in developing and implementing assessment activities in 
Univel"Sity Studies courses. 
• To conduct ongoing research that will descnl>e progress toward program goals and 
objectives using infonnation generated by these assessment activities. 
• To provide feedback to faculty on results of program assessment that can be used to 
improve teaching and learning in University Studies courses. 
University Studies Assessment Advisory Committee 
A nine-member Advisory Committee, consisting of faculty, students, and professional staff, 
provides guidance to the Assessment Project in the development of activities, and provides a 
forum for discussion of issues surrounding implementation of the program assessment. 
Links to University Assessment Team 
The General Education Assessment Project professional staff participate as members of the 
University Assessment Team. Joint projects include linking General Education Assessment to the 
majors, Capstone assessment planning, and providing classroom assessment strategies and 
resources to University Studies faculty. 
General Education Assessment Model 
Program Assessment of University Studies is grounded in faculty assessment activities conducted 
within University Studies courses. The model emphasizes use of assessment data generated by 
faculty, peer mentors, and students in the couI"Se of teaching and learning. Data collection 
techniques include: 
• Baseline data on incoming _students using the College Outcomes Measures Program, 
writing and math placement tests, and information contained in the student data base 
• Periodic review of program objectives 
• Review of syllabi and samples of student learning, i.e. portfolios or student projects 
• Focus groups with students, faculty, and peer mentors 
• Review of program documents, training schedules, meeting agendas, and presentations 
• Classroom observations 
• Periodic meetings with faculty teams and peer mentors 
Results from the assessment · will be used to infonn policy, faculty development, and curricular 
development. At the end of each tenn, faculty will receive a progress report on activities to date, 
and any results that would provide immediate feedback for course adjustments or improvements. 
Similarly, at the end of each academic year, faculty, University Studies staft: and University 
administrators will receive a year-end report for-discussion and review. 
Submiued 3196 
General Assessment Project Professional Staffi 
Kathi Ketcheson. Office of Institutional Research and Planning 
Roberta Jessen. Counseling and Psychological Services 
. . i 
__ ] 
l 
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Completed 
and 
On-going Assessment Efforts 
for 
University Studies 
. . ... � . . .  
• Schedule of ACT Testing and Additional Assessment Activities , First Longitudinal Series, 
1 994-1 999 (Ketcheson, OIR). 
• Entering Freshman ACT-COMP Pilot Demonstration, Fal l 1 994 (Ketcheson ,  OIR). 
• College Classroom Environment Scales Study, 1 994- 1 998 (Ketcheson ,  OIR) . 
• Assessment and Student Tracking in University Stud ies ,  1 994-present (Ketcheson, OIR). 
• Summary of First Round of Freshman Inqu iry Student Focus Group I nterviews , May 1995 
(Ketcheson, OIR). 
• Observation of Two Freshman Inquiry Courses for One Term, Spring 1 996 (Morgan, 
Zenger, Gradin, Carter) . 
• Freshman Inquiry Communications: Problems and Solutions , April 1 996 (Roland , Grad in) . 
• Examination of General Education Dc;>cument as Approved hy the Facu lty Senate, May 1 996 
(Gradin) . 
• Freshman Inquiry Goals Inventory Project, 1996-97 , 1997 -98 (Reyno I els, Ketcheson, Toth).  
• Tracking Writing Placement of Incoming Students , 1 996-97, 1 997-98 (Grad in) . 
• Impact of Freshman Inquiry Teach ing on Subsequent Faculty Teaching Styles ,  1 996-97 , 
1 997-98 (Driscoll ,  Toth , Patton, Reece, Rennie-Hil l) .  
• Writing in University Studies : Improving Writing Instruction in Sophomore Inquiry and 
Cluster Courses, Spring and Summer 1997 (Winter-Lewis, Gradin ,  Di l lon) . 
• Developing Independent Learning in Freshman Inquiry Classes , 1 997-98 (O'Hal loran). 
• Using Role Identification to Assess the Impact of the Freshman Inqu iry Program on First 
Year Students, 1 997- 1 998 (Col l ier, Morgan , Ketcheson, Brenner) . 
• Fres�man Inquiry · PottfoJ io Guidel ines Project, 1 997-98 (Patton) . 
• Freshman Inquiry Numeracy Guidel ines Project, 1 997-98 (Balshem) . 
• Five Year Classroom Observation Research Project, 1 996-200 1 (Jessen , Ramette, Balshem) . 
Oass 
Level 
Freshman 
�-
Non -Pl program 
Freshman 
· -
Sophomore 
Note: These are Isl-
year transfo r/enteri ng 
sophomores 
Senior0 
Note: Seniors with 
fower than 2 "f!S· of 
transfer credit -
• Objective Test 
Activities Inventory 
Assess. of Reason. & Comm. 
C'.ollege Outcomes Survey 
•• These figures are eslinatcs. 
OUS:bk 
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PORTl.AND STA TE UNIVERSl1Y 
SCHEDULE OF ACT TESTING AND ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT ACllVmES 
FOR GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
FI RST LONGITIJDINAL SERIES: 1994-95 11-IROUGH 1998-99 
# # 
Test 1994-95 Subjects 1995-96 Subjects · 1998-99• • 
Entering Gass 
OP Pilot Test 
Entering Cass 
Pre Test Post Test 
AJ •  Fall 200 Fall 400 Early Spring 
ARC• Pilot Test Pre Test At point of 
Fall 100 Fall I .  150 gra<luation 
cos• Early Spring 
Oassroom Oimate 
Survey · Winter 550 Winter 550 
Focus Grouos Sorin2: 30 Sprint 150 
OT At point of 
Al graduation/ 
cos early spring 
OT Summer 300 Early Spring 
ARC Summer 100 Post Test 
cos Summer 200 
Early Spring 
OT Spring 100 
(native) 
200 
. (CC transf.) 
100 
Al 
( 4yr transf.) 
150 
cos 150 
ARC 50 
# 
Subjects 
Graduating 
a ass 
200/300 
100/125 
350/400 
300 
150 
150 
150 
sons 
j 
�, . 
i 
l 
,) 
S chedule of ACT Testing and Additional Assessment Activities ,  First Longitud inal Series ,  • 
1 994- 1 999 (Ketcheson, OIR) 
Entering Freshman ACT-COMP P ilot Demonstration , Fal l J 994 (Ketcheson, OIR) • 
Results for Freshmen: Fa l l  1 994 pi l ot adm i n i s trat i on 
• Objective Test results suggest that your freshmen are well prepared by their high school 
experiences. Their mean ACT composite score compares favorably with college freshmen 
nationally, and their mean Objective Test scores indicate levels of proficiency above 60 
percent or more of the freshmen in COMP norms. Nevertheless, at least 1 0  percent were 
identified whose total score was below 85 percent of the college freshmen in the norm group. 
These students are at risk to achieve their academic objectives without SU.bstantial support 
by faculty and staff. 
• Activity Inventory results suggest that your freshmen compare favorably to freshmen generally 
in their participation in activities outside of course requirements. 
• 
• 
ARC (and Writing) results indicate a level of reasoning and communication skills comparable 
to entering college freshmen generally, although skills in scientific reasoning were 
substantially below freshmen participating in COMP. This weakness was not reflected by the 
Objective Test which does not tap aspects of productive reasoning. Proficiencies in  writing 
and speaking both appeared to be above those of the average freshman. While social 
reasoning appeared to be a relative strength among this small sample, the oral and written 
responses provide a rich resource that might broaden an understanding of students' reasoning 
skills beyond the limits of the scales used in the ARC. This is illustrated by the enclosed 
example. 
More than half of your freshmen anticipate substantial demands on their time for work and 
other activities than learning. They were extremely positive in their view that PSU's general 
education progr�m will be a valuable part of their col lege work. 
Total 
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Table 1 
Portland State University 
COMP Objective Test Means for 
Samples of Students Tested to Date 
Freshmen 
9/94 
N = 243 
176.5 
58.1 
61.0 
57.1 
9/95 
N = 280 
176.5 
58.2 
61.6 
56.6 
. � :.,.... . 
.. . . ... 
.:....: -
-
... . 
- - . .  · 
49.5 
71.3 
55.7 
21.3 
(226) 
23 
7 
49.4 
71.4 
55.8 
19.6 
(220) 
25 
1 
-
- .- i 
. . 
. ; 
. . 
I Seniors I 
3/95 
N = 25 . l r, 
191.7 
64.2 
66.0 
61.6 
53.4 
78.1 
60.9 
25.9 
. .  
(9) 
0 
0 
. . I 
• J \ 
· . •  J 
i 
Table 2 
Portland State University 
COMP Writing Assessment (WR) 
for Two Samples of Freshmen 
Freshmen 
WRITING 
9/94 
N = 64  
Total Writing 18.4 
Audience 4.7 
Organization 5.9 
Language 7 .. 3 
ACT/E 21.0 
(N) (59) 
9/95 
N =  175 
19.3 
6.0 
5.9 
7.0 
19.3 �I. Cf 
(149) 
Executive Summary by Grade 
1 .  At Portland State University, 287 students completed the Objective Test in 
September 1995: 281 freshmen, 1 senior, 2 first-year graduates, 1 second-year 
graduate, and 2 coded grade 0. Previously, samples of freshmen were tested in 
September 1994 and � sample of seniors.in March 1995: Table 1 contains CO:rvfl' 
Objective test means for fres�en and seniors tested to date. Note that the ACT 
equivalent, mean for samples is based on the re-centered SAT scores which ETS 
began reporting in April 1995. As you know, the new re-centered SAT score 
is not comparable to the old SAT score. 
Means for Freshmen 
2. The hypothetical "average freshman" in your sample of 280 (excluding Zachary 
Nevins) scored at the 62nd percentile on Total score compared to norms for 
freshmen at four-ye�r institutions. (See Table 6.) Means for subtests ranged from 
the 58th percentile to the 65th percentile. Note that your sample of freshmen did 
not appear to be directly comparable to the reference group in high school 
preparation reflected by ACT /E scores (mean ACT /E of 19 .6 versus 21.2 for the 
reference group). A sample comparable to the reference group might have 
obtained a mean Total score near the 70th percentile on this table. Subtest means 
for your current sample of freshmen patterned above the median in the third 
quartile in every COMP area . Based on this performance, your sample generally 
appeared to compare quite favorably in entering proficiency with freshman 
samples in this reference group in the general education knowledge and skills 
assessed by C01vIP. 
5 
individual results for the ARC on pages 9-11 of COMP Guide 2: Support. 
Feel free to make copies to distribute to advisors.) 
3. All responses were rated by highly-trained evaluators at ACT. Thus, accuracy of 
rating was verified and meaningful interpretation of results assured. 
4. Responsibility for reviewing the validity and generalizability of your sample rests 
with your institution. Stud�t errors in coding information or unexpected or 
unusually low scores may suggest that some data should be qualified or 
eliminated before results can be n:ieaningfully interpreted. 
Writing Means for Freshmen 
5. The hypothetical "average freshman" in your sample of 1 75 scored at the 71st 
percentile on Total Writing compared to college freshmen norms. (See Table 5.) 
Subtest means ranged from the 54th to the 92nd percentile. Note that your 
sample was not directly comparable to the reference group in entering proficiency 
in terms of high school preparation reflected by ACT IE scores (ACT IE mean of 
19.3 versus 21.9 for the reference group. Again, the ACT equivalent mean for 
your current sample of freshmen is largely based on the re-centered SAT scores. 
These students evidenced a high level of skill in Organization of a persuasive 
message that develops a number of ideas related to the points indicated (at the 
92nd percentile) and also obtaine means in the third quartile in presenting ideas 
clearly using correct and lively Language to support an argument (at the 54th 
percentile and in making and sustaining contact with a �elevant Audience (at the 
61st percentile). 
3 
College Classroom Environment Scales -Study ,  1 994- 1 998 (Ketcheson,  OIR) • 
' ' 
l 
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The Col l ege Classroom Environment Scales 
The Col lege Classroom Environment Scales was-developed at the Un iversity 
of Georgia by Roger Winston; it has been administered in Freshman Inquiry 
·I 
, 1 courses during Winter or Spring Terms, 1 994-95 through 1 996-97. It wil l be 
administered again in Winter Term 1 997-98. The instrument is designed to help 
f acuity evaluate the climate for learning in their classrooms, and to provide 
midcourse feedback on their own teaching and interactions occurring in their 
classes. Items are grouped into six dimensions, which measure positive and 
negative features of the learning environment, professorial concern, academic rigor, 
affiliation, and course structure. 
Results are tabulated and disseminated to the faculty by the Office of 
Institutional Research and P lanning. Individual faculty and Freshman Inquiry teams 
receive reports of the mean responses to each item and dimension, and an overal l  
report is given to  the University Studies administration. Faculty use these reports 
as a basis for discussion, and are able to make midcourse adjustments, based on 
the findings. 
The following tables show a comparison 1 994-95, 1 995-96, and 1 996-97, 
and composite reports for each year. Responses are based on a 5-point scale; 
please note that for the second dimension (which measures negative features of the 
class) a lower mean is desirable. In general ,  with slight variations, 1 995-96 and 
1 996-97 saw gains over 1 994-95. During 1 997-981 additional analyses are 
planned, including analyses by student demographic characteristics , such as age1 
gender, and ethnicity. 
. PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
FRESHMAN INQUIRY OVERALL RESU� TS 
. CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALES 
1 994-95, 1 995-96, AND 1 9.96-.97 
Year/Mean 
Factor 1.994-95 1 995-96 1 996-97* 
Cathectic L�aming ·Climate · 
lnimieal Ambience 
Professional Concern 
Academic Rigor . 
Affiiation 
Stru.cture 
_.r; . ..../ . . 
* Administered Spring Term . 
OIRP: KAK 
9/1 8/97 
3.00 
2.33 
3.67 
. 3.50 
3.33 
- 3.00 
3.20 3.21 
. 
2.22 . 2.·31 
3.89 · 3.88 
3�87 3.68 
3.56 . 3 .63 
3.50 -3.41 
' 1 
I . J  
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College Classroom Environment Scales Survey 
1994-95 Freshman Inquiry Program 
During January 1 995, a survey concerning classroom learning environment was distributed to all 
students In Freshman Inquiry (592). Four-hundred twenty-one surveys (71 . 1 %) were retume<;t. Of these, 
313 (74.3%} were complete: au items on Page 2 were blank on 1 08 (25.7%} of the total retumed. These 
surveys were omitted from the analysis. 
The 62 Items on the survey are grouped into six factors, defined by the developers of the survey 
(Winston, Vahala, Nichols, and GWis; University of Georgia, 1 989). The factors are summarized below. 
Cathectlc Leaming Climate. High scores indicate a charged academic atmosphere that stimulates 
participation. Students frequently are given opportunities to test their hypotheses and Ideas against 
those of others through class discussions and cooperative learning experiences. (1 9 items.) 
Inimical Ambience. High scores characterize a hostne, competitive. rigidly structured environment 
Students are uninvolved In classroom actiVities, see few viable opportunities to influence the classroom 
process, and are uncomfortable asking questions ·or gMng opinions. (9 Items.) 
Professorial Concern. High scores describe an environment in which the instructor ls personally 
concerned about students as Individuals and strives to foster their educatlonal and personal 
achievements. (1 2 Items.) 
Academic Rigor. High scores indicate an environment that is Intellectually challenging and demanding. 
Students perceive a norm of excellence and personal responsibility, which is expressed through high but 
realistic evaluation standards. (8 Items.) 
Affiliatfon. High scores describe a supportiVe, friendly, student-centered environment that promotes 
Informal Interaction. (6 Items.) 
$tructure. High scores indicate dearfy articulated study plans and evaluation criteria (8 Items.) 
A scale of 1 to 5 (1 = Never or almost never true, 2 = Seldom true, 3 = Occasionally true, 4 = 
Often true, and 5 = Always or almost always true) was used by the respondents to rate each Item. A 
high score on factors 1 ,  3, 4, 51 6 should be considered desirable; a low score on factor 2 should 
be considered desirable. The data were analyzed by fader, by Flnq.· theme and by professor within 
theme, using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and t-test (difference of· means test) procedures. Again, 
analyses were conducted only on complete surveys. 
Factor Evaluation <Mean Scores for total respondents: N=313l 
Cathectlc Leaming almate 3.00 
Inimical Ambience 2.33 
Professorial Concern 3.67 
Academic Rigor 3.50 
Afftllation 3.33 
Structure 3.00 
Theme Evaluation by Factor (Mean Scores for total respondents: N= 313) 
Theme 
Factor 
CLC 
IA 
PC 
AR 
AF 
ST 
Elnst. Plur. Qi1Y Values � 
3.40 2.85 2.75 2.84 3.23 
2.22 2.56 2.50 2.43 2.20 
3.99 3.47 3.57 3.32 3.89 
3.50 3.83 3.47 3.50 3.67 
3.62 3.32 3.32 3.25 3.62 
3.55 2.93 2.80 2.53 3.26 
(Mean scores for each item are available on request.) 
Colleqe Classroom Environment Scales Survey 
19 9 5 / 9 6  Freshman Inquiry Proqram 
During Winter Quarter , a survey was distr ibuted to all 
students in Freshman Inquiry asking their eva luation of the 
program . 
Each of the first 62 questions on the survey is assoc iated 
with one of s ix factors , def ined prior to survey distribution . 
The factors are : 
cathect ic Learn ing Cl imate . High scores. indicate a charged 
academic atmosphere that stimulates participation . 
Inimica l Ambience . High scores character ize a hosti le , 
competitive , rigidly structured - environment . 
Professorial Concern . High scores describe an environment where 
the instructor is personally concerned about students as 
indi v·iduals • 
Academic Rigor . High scores indicate an environment that i s  
intellectual ly- cha llenging and demanding . 
Affiliat i on . High scores describe a supportive , friendly 
envirpnment that promotes informa l interaction . 
Structure . High scores indicate c learly art iculated study p lans 
and evaluati on criteria . 
The data . were redefined t o  al low for stat ist ical analys i s  by 
Factor , as wel l  as by Theme S ection and Professor . Analyses were 
conducted only on comp lete surveys . 
Factor Evaluation {Mean Scores ) 
Cathectic Learning Climate 3 . 2 0 
Inimical Ambience 2 . 2 2 
Profes soria 1 · concern 3 . 8 9  
Academic Rigor 3 . 8 7 
Aff i l iation 3 . 5 6 
structure 3 . 5 0 
Theme Section Eva luat ion bl! Factor {Mean Scores l 
Section 
Einst . P lur . City Va lues Home 
Factor 
Ca th .  3 . 4 3 . 2 .  9 6  3 . 1 1 3 . 5 5 3 . 2 4 
Inim .  2 . 07 2 . 1 4 2 . 6 5 2 . 0 1 2 . 1 5 
Prof . 4 . 0 4 3 . 9 9 3 . 5 5 4 . 0 1 3 . 9 1 
Ac . Rig . 3 . 6 6 3 . 9 8 3 . 7 2 4 . 2 3 3 . 8 8 
Aff il . 3 . 4 2 3 . 6 2 3 . 4 9 3 . 6 5 3 .  6 4 ' 
Struct . 3 . 5 4 3 . 5 4 3 . 2 0 3 . 5 5 3 . 6 5 
P1eas e note when interpretinq thes e  and individual professor 
scores : B iqh s cores in cathe ctic Learn ing C l imate , Professorial 
concern , Acad emic Rigor , Aff i l iat ion , and structure would be 
considered des irable , whereas a low s core in Inimica l Ambience 
would be cons idered des irable . 
[ .  f 
I 
College Classroom Environment Scales 
1996/97 Freshman Inquiry Program 
· 1  } S ummary 
· I During Spring Tenn 1 997, the College Classroom Environment Scales instrument was administered 
. J in Freshman I nquiry courses. The CCES is designed to measure students' perceptions of the 
classroom climate for learning. 
Each of the first 62 questions on the survey is associated with one of six factors. They are: 
Cathectic Leaming Climate: High scores indicate a charged academic atmosphere that stimulates 
participation. 
Inimical Ambience: High ·scores characterize a hQSti�� . . . competitive, rigidly structured e nvironment. 
Professorial Concern: High scores describe an environment in which the instructor is personally 
concerned about students as individuals. 
· 
. 
Academic Rigor: High scores indicate an environmen� .that is intellectually challenging and 
demanding. 
Affliation: High scores describe a supportive, friendly environment that promotes informal 
interadion. 
Structure: High scores indicate clearly articulated study plans and evaluation criteria. 
The data were analyzed by Factor, as well as by Theme and lnstrudor. Analyses were conducted 
only on complete surveys. Scores ranged from 1 ·to 5, with 1 = never tru�, 2 = seldom true, 
3 = ocassionally true, 4 = often true, and 5 = always, or almost always true. 
Factor Scores (means) 
N Mean SD 
Cathedic Leaming Climate 287 3.21 0.61 3 
Inimical Ambience 305 2.31 0.61 9 
Professorial Concern 286 3.88 0.694 
Academic Rigor 291 3.68 0.594 
Affiliation 312 3.63 0.662 
Structure 31 2 3.41 0.624 
Theme Scores by Factor (means) 
Einstein Pluralism Values City Work 
CLC 3. 1 7  3.28 3.60 2.93 3.33 
IA 2.39 2.20 2. 1 6  2.41 2. 1 9  
PC 3.93 3.78 4. 1 7  3.86 4.00 
AR 3.58 3.85 3.92 3.50 3.65 
AFF 3.57 3.75 3.82 3.50 3.87 
STRC 3.35 3.70 3.48 3.27 3.47 
PLEASE NOTE when interpreting these results, a high score on Factors 1 ,  3, 4, 5, and 6 
is desirable, while a LOW score o n  Factor 2 is desirable. 
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FORM 8.89 
• • • 
. ...inber 
• • • • • • • • • • -
CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT SCALES 
Spring 1 997 
• 
Please indicate how frequenUy the foUowing statements are true of this class. Consider your responses 
carefully; respond !IS you honestly perceive the class. Do not spend a great deal of time thinking about any 
particular statement. Marie your answers by filling in the bubbles completely with a number 2 pencil. Do not 
use a mechanical pencil or a pen, or your answers caMot be counted. Do not skip any items. 
•1 FLtAStustNo.2m:rc1t t> 
I RIGHI" I _, RONG I - - . _ 1¥1 0 rl> C9 
1 .  Other students bring up· good points in this class that had never occurred to me......................... 0 O O O O 
2. The professor is willing to assist students outside of class • • • • •  �......... ............................................. 0 0 0 0 0 
3. The professor is not specific about deadfsnes • • • • • . • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  0 0 0 0 0 
4. The professor has set high standards that students must meet in order to get good grades....... 0 0 0 0 0 
5. The professor tries to let the class know him or her as a person • . • . • • . • • • • • • . • • . • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . • • •  0 0 O O 0 
6. This class seems to go very fast. . • • • . • • . • . • • • • • . •  �··························································· ····················· 0 0 0 0 0 
7. Sb.Jdents seem to want to show each other up in class • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• . • . • • • • • • •• • • . . • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  0 0 0 0 0 
8. The assignments in this class require a substantial amount of time outside of class ••• �················ 0 0 0 0 0 
9. There are people in this class with whom I would like to be friends ..................... ................ .... .. .... 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0. On examinations, students are called on to take what they have read and heard in class and 
produce original answes:s or creative solutions ............................................ ............................. 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 .  Students make contributions in class which makes it a better learning experience for everyone.. 0 0 0 0 0 
12. There are firm deadllnes when things are due .......................... ................ 0 0  .......................... ........ 0 0 O 0 0 
1 3. The professor recognizes students by name outside of class............ .... ............ .............. ........... 0 0 0 0 0 
14. The professor foUows the syllabus very closely ......... .. .. ................. ... . .......... . ..................... ... ........ O 0 0 O 0 
15.  Sb.Jdents often continue to talk about some of the ideas brought out in class even after ifs over. O 0 0 0 0 
16. Ifs very clear what students need to do in order to make good grades in this class . • . • • • • • • . • • . • • • • • • • • O O O O 0 
1 7. Sb.Jdents often help each other with assignments or in understanding difficult material... . • • • • • . • • • • • .  O O O O 0 
1 8. Lectures in this class keep students' interest. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . . . • . • • • • . • •  0 0 0 0 C) 
1 9. The professor expects students to be a-eative in solving problems or satisfying requirements • . • • .  O O O O 0 
20. The content of this course is weU arranged and logically presented ... ......... ... .. .......... ..... ... ........... O O O O 0 
21 . Students feel uncomfortable talking with the professor in this class . .. .. .. .. . .. . .... . .... . ... ... ... .. ....... . .... 0 0 (.1 0 0 
22. Sb.Jdents take pride in their work in this class .. .. . .. .. .. .. ............ ......... ...... . . ....... ... . ... .. . ..... ... . ...... .. . ... () Ci 0 (.1 () 
23. Relationships established among students in this class carry over outside the classroom ..... ....... (,: (.1 C1 (.! (. : 
24. Students are enthusiastic about participating in this class .. . ... ..... . .. . ....... ........ . . . . . .. . .... . .. . ... . . . . . . .... . .  ( ' \ . � C • c·· C :  
PLEASE TURN PAGE OVER 
• • •  • •  • • • • • • -
25. Class expectations are clearly speUed out....... . ................................................................. ....... ...................... O O O O O --
26. My presence in tt1is class makes no difference........................................................................ .............. ........ O O O O O --
27. Students work together on assignments and projects for this class........... .............................. ....................... 0 O 0 O O --
28. Students in this class express opinions or beliefs (related to course content) that contradict each other...... 0 O O O O -
29. Students do not feel comfortable volunteering ideas or opinions in this class ............................................ ..... 0 0 0 0 0 
30. To do wea in this.class, a student must be able to think aitically .................................................................... 0 O O O O 
31 . Students in this class have gotten to know each other weD.... .................... ......... ............................................ 0 0 0 0 0 
32. Students seem eager to leave as soon as the �ss .. ends............................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 
33. Sh.ldents take a lot of notes ir1 ttlis class .......................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
34. Students get excited about some of the things they learn in this class................................ ............. .............. 0 0 0 0 0 
35. The professor shows a genuine interest in students' perfonnance in this class......................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
36. Students in this class treat each other as mature adults ........... �..................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
3 7. Students are quick to volunteer information or ideas � class.......................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
38. The professor spends time talking informally with sb.Jdents before or after class......................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
39. The professor is impatient when someone says something "stupid" or asks "dumb" questions . •  _................. 0 0 0 0 0 
40. Students feel comfortable approaching the professor with problems they are having with the class........... 0 0 0 0 0 
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
4 1 .  If sbJdents were to miss several classes in succession, they would have a hard time getting caught up....... 0 0 0 0 0 --
42. Students' ideas or opinions are appreciated in this class............................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 --
43. Students daydream, write letters, or read the newspaper dwing class......................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 -
44. Differing opinions and points of view are encowaged in this class................................................................ 0 0 0 0 0 
45. The guideHnes for evaluation in this class have been d�arty outlined............................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 
46. The professor embarasses students who don't know the answers to his or her questions........................... 0 0 0 0 0 
4 7. If students don't stay up with the readings or homework, they wiU be in trouble in this clas5........ ..... ............ b O O 0 0 
48. Contributions of classmates have added significantly to the course content ............. ..................... ............... 0 0 0 0 0 
49. The professor is authoritative in his or her presentations .................. .................................. ........ : ................... 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0. This class requires students to understand & make judgments on issues about which the "experts" disagree 0 0 0 0 0 
5 1 .  The professor goes out of his or her way to help students who request It.......................... ............................. 0 0 0 0 0 
52. Students show enthusiasm for about learning the subject matter of this course................. ........................... 0 0 0 0 0 
5 3. The professor seems to be ooderstanding about students' personal problems and concerns............ ... ...... 0 0 0 0 0 
54. In order to get good grades in this class ifs important to appear to agree with the professor......... ............. 0 0 0 0 0 
55. Students spend time outside of class cflSCUSSing relevant course topics with classmates.;...... ............. ....... 0 0 0 0 0 
56. The professor shows respect for students' opinions and points of view .. ......... ........ ..... .... ........ ....................... 0 0 0 0 0 
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
5 7. Students participate in lively debates or discussions in this class........................ ... .................... ...... .............. O 0 0 0 0 --
58. Students are encouraged to visit the professor in his or her office .... .... . . .... ....... . . . . .. ....... . . ...... .. .... .. ...... ..... ..... O O O O O --
5 9. Students in this class are encouraged to think for themselves ..... .. ......... . ... .......... .... . .... .. .. ...... .. . . .. .. .. ..... ... . . ... ............ ..-.... ......... __._..- -
j 
l. _) 
r 
\ . ..  
• • • • • • • • •  • • •  • •  
60. Assignments in this class leave room to pursue sb.Jdents' personal interests • • • • • • • . • • • • . • . • • . • • . • • . • • • . . . • . •• • 
, . , ) 61 . Students use class aascussions or presentations to test some of 1heir own ideas ........ ... ...... .. .... . .. 
62. There are opporbJnities to contribute dwing class •••• . • . • • • • • • . • • • • . • • • • . • • • • • • . • • • . • • • . • • • • • . • . • . • • • • • • • • • . • . • • • • • • . • • . . • . . • • •  
A. What is your gender? 0 Female 0 Male 
B. How old are you? � Younger than 1 8  
1 8  
1 9  
20 
21 
22 or older 
C. What is your ethnic background? Asian 
Black 
Hispanic 
Native American 
White 
Multi-racial 
Prefer not to respond 
D. What is your citizenship? § U.S. Citizen 
Permanent resident 
Not a U.S. citizen 
E. On a scale of 0 to 5, how valuable has this class 
been as part of your total education? � 0 (no value) 1 
2 . 
! (great value) 
F. On a scale of 0 to 5, compared to aU the college teachers you have had, how 
effective has this teacher been as an instructor? 
G. Using your best guess, what is your current overaU grade in this course? 
§ l (very worst) 
§ 5 (very best) 
§ i  
8 �ome other grade 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. PLEASE RETURN YOUR 
COMPLETED FORM BY PLACING IT IN THE ENVELOPE AT THE FRONT 
OF THE CLASSROOM .. BE SURE YOU HAVE USED A PENCIL, AND THAT 
YOU HAVE FILLED IN ALL OF THE BUBBLES COMPLETELY. 
Assessment and Student Tracking in  University Stud ies ,  1 994-present (Ketcheson, OIR) • 
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Assessment and Student Tracking 
in Univers ity Studies 
· Draft, December 1 2, 1 997 
Kathi Ketcheson, OIRP 
DRAFT , 
The Office of Institutional Research and Planning at Portland State University 
has provided technical support to the University Studies Program in the areas of 
program assessment and student cohort tracking since 1 994. While assessment is 
designed and conducted by individual departments and programs, OIRP provides 
consultation, instrument development, and data analysis services upon request. 
For the University Studies Program, OIRP has provided instrument development 
and data analysis for the Freshman Goals Inventory and Classroom Environment 
Scales. As a part of a larger institutional research agenda (not specifically related 
to University Studies}, the Office conducts a panel of student surveys, and student 
cohort tracking using information from University's student data base. 
Retention Studies 
The Office of Institutional Research and Planning compl ies with federally-
mandated reporting requirements for the Graduation Rates Survey and the Student 
Right-to-Know Act by compil ing retention information each year on newly admitted 
freshmen, direct from high school, for fal l  term to fal l  term; for internal reporting 
purposes, figures also are compi led term by term. Reporting of retention data 
begins with the 1 986 cohort (see next page). The Office also compiles retention 
data by gender and ethnicity for sophomore, junior, and senior transfer student 
cohorts, for internal use. The University's retention rate, as reported in the 
Statistical Portrait, U. S. News and World Report's America's Best Col leges. and 
other publications, represents only full-time, admitted freshmen, new from high 
school (entering PSU with no college credit). 
There is ongoing debate in institutional research and enrol lment 
management circles about methods used to produce retention rates. Although most 
institutions use the federal ly-mandated method described in the preceding 
paragraph, several organizations and independent researchers have begun to 
suggest alternative methods for calculating retention rates that more accurately 
reflect student populations at urban institutions. PSU has agreed to participate in 
one such study, which is being conducted by Indiana University/Purdue University 
at Indianapolis; data col lection fro this project wil l  begin after January 1 998. The 
IUPUI model uses student level ,  average carrying load, and GPA in the equation, 
and is based on current research and l iterature on the topic. 
For the purposes of this report, OIRP has calculated a retention rate for 
freshmen admitted Fal l Terms 1 99 1 , 1 992, 1 993, 1 994, 1 995, and 1 996, which 
includes not only first-time, ful l-time freshmen, but new full-time freshmen 
admitted with 29 or fewer credit hours. For 1 994 to 1 997, this number includes 
freshmen eligible to enroll in Freshman Inquiry; it should be noted that for these 
years, a small number of students may not have enrol led in this course. 
Retention figures for Portland State University have remained relatively 
stable for a number of years; for 1 991 and 1 992, increases in retention are viewed 
as exceptions to the normal pattern (see previous page).  Research by Astin,  
Terenzini,  Cabrera, and others have shown that a variety of factors affect student 
' ·  · J persistence, including high school GPA and SAT scores.· Although much of the 
work in this area has been done on "traditional" four-year institutions with residential 
student populations, Metzner and Bean and others have conducted research on 
retention on institutions with less-traditional student populations, such as urban 
colleges and universities. Their research suggests that additional variables, such 
as course-taking patterns or carrying loads, employment, and student intentions on 
admission, may influence retention rates at these institutions; social factors at the 
institution have less of an influence on non-traditional students than on traditional, 
residential  students. In general, retention rates are influenced by student 
characteristics on admission to the institution, as wel l  as by their academic 
performance and course-taking behaviors. 
Research by the Office of Institutional Research and Planning at PSU has 
suggested that Astin's 1-E-O (input-environment-output) model for predicting student 
retention, which was developed using data from traditional four-year institutions, is 
not rel iable for predicting retention at PSU. Preliminary work on an alternative 
model sought to combine data from student records with responses to student 
surveys. Whi le results at this stage are not conclusive, the prel iminary findings 
suggest, that while high school GPA and SAT scores are predictive of retention, 
factors such as student intentions on admission and program offerings may have an 
influence. It must be remembered that these variables do not affect retention 
individual ly; for example, changes to curricu lum will not themselves effect an 
increase in retention as long as other variables, such as student characteristics and 
intentions, remain. Any dramatic increase or decrease in retention can only be 
expected to take place over the long term. 
Surveys of students who were enrol led fal l  through spring terms, but did not 
reenroll the fol lowing fal l  term, have been conducted by 0 IRP. The results of these 
surveys suggest that, in general, students who complete at least one ful l  year of 
study, but do not return the next fal l  term, have based their decisions on college 
costs, personal finances, and personal responsibil ities, and not on University 
services, program offerings, or course content. Those who enrol l  for at least fal f  
term, but do not return spring term, base their decisions on these factors and one 
additional ,  that PSU did not meet their expectations. (Respondents to these 
1 surveys include students from all student levels, including graduate.) 
The attached table reports retention rates for fu l l-time admitted freshmen, 
new from high school or with fewer than 30 hours of transfer credit, for the years 
1 991 through 1 997. Important findings from this table are: 
=> the retention rate for Fall 1 996 freshmen is higher than for the previous four 
cohorts; 
=> the second year retention rate for Fal l 1 995 is higher than for the previous 
three cohorts; 
=> retention rates for the third and fourth year for 1 994 and 1 995 cohorts (available 
December 1 998) wil l  be suggestive of any improvements in the overall  
persistence and graduation rates for freshmen. 
I 
�: :r-: 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
RETENTION & G RADUATION RATE• FOR SRA STUDY 
FULL· TIME FRESHMEN 
End-of E.nd-ol 
COHORT Entrants YEAR 1 YEAR 2 
Rel. Rel. 
# % # % • 
Fall 1 986 Tota1•• 773 1 00  424 54.9 3 1 2  
Minority 1 40  t oo  86 61 .4 68 
Black 30 1 00  t 6  60.0 1 1  
Native Am. 9 1 00  4 44.4 3 
Asian/Pl 87 t oo  57 65.5 47 
Hispanic 1 4  1 00  7 50.0 7 
White 530 1 00  260 52.8 204 
Unknown 97 t oo  52 53.6 37 
N R  6 1 00  6 1 00.0 3 
Fall 1 987 Total 896 100 506 56.5 393 
Minority 1 55  1 00  1 04  67.1 85 
Black 37 1 00  1 8  48.6 1 6  
Native Am. 1 3  1 00  7 53.8 2 
Asian/Pl 86 1 00  64 74.4 56 
Hispanic 1 9  1 00  1 5  78.9 1 1  
White 630 1 00  353 56.0 267 
Unknown 68 1 00  43 48.9 37 
NR 23 1 00  6 26.1 4 
Fall 1 988 Total 880 1 00  523 59.4 400 
Minority 1 73 1 00  1 1 4 65.9 96 
Black 30 1 00  1 9  63.3 1 6  
Native Am. 1 1  100 4 36.4 5 
Asian/Pl 1 1 3 1 00  78 69.0 65 
Hispanic 1 9  1 00  1 3  68.4 1 0  
White 589 1 00  347 58.9 255 
Unknown 86 1 00  45 52.3 35 
N R  32 1 00  1 7  53.1 1 4  
E.nd-of 
YEAR 3 
Ret, 
" # '!(, 
40.4 264 34.2 
48.6 62 44.3 
36.7 8 26.7 
33.3 2 22.2 
54.0 43 49.4 
50.0 9 64.3 
38.5 170 32.1 
38.1 29 29.9 
50.0 3 50.0 
43.9 346 38.6 
54.6 67 43.2 
43.2 1 1  29.7 
15.4 2 1 5.4 
65.1 46 53.5 
57.9 8 42.1 
42.4 242 38.4 
42.0 33 37.5 
17.4 4 1 7.4 
45.5 334 38.0 
55.5 76 43.9 
53.3 1 6  53.3 
45.5 1 9.1 
57.5 51 45.1 
52.6 8 42.1 
43.3 223 37.9 
40.7 26 30.2 
43.8 9 28.1 
• 1. End-of-year retenHon rates are dertved from the following ran-term's registrants. 
2. End-of-year graduation rates count up lo the followtng summer-lenn graduates. 
The 1986 cohort does not Include extended-study students. 
End-of End-or 
YEAR 4 · YEAR S 
Gr. Ret. Gr. Rel Gr. 
# '!(, # '!(, # 'lEi # '!(, # 'lEi 
0 0.0 213 27.8 38 4.9 1 07 1 3.8 132 t7.t 
0 0.0 50 35.7 7 5.0 25 1 7.9 27 t9.3 
0 0.0 8 26.7 0 0.0 3 10.0 3 10.0 
0 0.0 4 44.4 0 0.0 3 33.3 0 0.0 
0 0.0 34 39.1 7 8.0 1 6  1 8.4 23 26.4 
0 0.0 4 28.6 0 0.0 3 21 .4 1 7.1 
0 0.0 t 38  26.0 29 5.5 68 1 2.8 92 1 7.4 
0 0.0 24 24.7 2 2.1 1 4 1 4.4 12 1 2.4 
0 0.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1 8.7 
2 0.2 249 27.8 54 6.0 1 44  1 6. 1  1 81 20.2 
0 0.0 48 29.7 9 5.8 26 16.8 41 26.5 
. 0  0.0 8 21.6 0 0.0 5 13.5 3 8.1 
0 0.0 1 7.7 0 0.0 3 23.1 0 0.0 
0 0.0 31 36.0 8 9.3 1 5  1 7.4 32 37.2 
0 0.0 6 31 .8 1 5.3 3 15.8 6 31 .6 
2 0.3 1 n 28.1 37 5.9 1 08 1 7.1 123 19.5 
0 0.0 24 27.3 6 6.8 9 10.2 15 1 7.0 
0 0.0 2 8.7 2 8.7 1 4.3 2 8.7 
5 0.6 273 31.0 84 7.3 1 23  14.0 1 62 20.7 
0 0.0 67 38.7 8 4.6 30 17.3 33 1 9.1 
0 0.0 1 5  50.0 1 3.3 8 26.7 8 26.7 
0 0.0 3 27.3 0 0.0 2 18.2 1 .  9.1 
0 0.0 43 38.1 7 6.2 1 9  16.8 21 1 8.6 
0 0.0 6 31 .6 0 0.0 1 5.3 3 15.8 
2 0.3 174 29.5 46 7.8 78 1 3.2 127 21 .6 
1 1 .2 24 27.9 6 7.0 1 3  1 5.1 1 4  1 6.3 
2 6.3 8 25.0 4 12.5 2 6.3 8 25.0 
; . · · · ·-.-· .-·-.- ·· - ·. 
Ret. 
# 
65 
1 5  
3 
3 
6 
3 
41 
9 
0 
75 
1 1  
3 
1 
7 
0 
59 
A. ... 
0 
62 
16 
3 
1 
1 1  
1 
39 
7 
0 
End-of End-or 
YEAR 6 YEAR 7 
Gr. Ret. Gr. 
,, .. ,, .. 'l(, .. 'l(, 
8.4 t n  22.9 34 4.4 1 99  25.7 
10.7 37 26.4 6 4.3 42 30.0 
10.0 5 1 6.7 1 3.3 5 t 6.7 
33.3 0 0.0 1 1 1 .1 2 22.2 
6.9 31 35.6 1 1 .1 33 37.9 
21.4 1 7.t 3 21.4 2 1 4.3 
7.7 1 21 Z2.8 24 4.5 1 38  26.0 
9.3 1 8  18.6 4 4.t 1 8  1 8.8 
0.0 1 1 8.7 0 0.0 1 1 6.7 
8.4 240 26.6 48 5.4 265 29.6 
7.1 52 33.5 8 5.2 55 35.5 
8.1 5 13.5 4 10.8 5 13.5 
7.7 1 7.7 0 0.0 2 15.4 
8.1 36 44.2 4 4.7 40 46.5 
0.0 . 8 42.1 0 0.0 8 42.1 
9.4 1 68  26.3 38 6.0 187 29.7 
5.7 1 9  2 1 .6 2 2.3 20 22.7 
0.0 3 1 3.0 0 0.0 3 13.0 
7.0 235 26.7 39 4.4 251 28.5 
9.2 44 25.4 7 4.0 48 27.7 
10.0 1 2 40.0 1 3.3 1 2  40.0 
9.1 1 9.1 0 0.0 1 9.1 
9.7 26 24.8 6 5.3 32 28.3 
5.3 3 15.8 0 0.0 3 15.8 
6.6 1 63  27.7 28 4.8 1 73 29.4 
8.1 1 9  22.1 3 3.5 21 24.4 
0.0 9 28.1 1 3.1 9 28.1 
.... --�;n--.-o11--.-.:.--.: ... ... ... •1- .1---..1 ,.. • .,,.,. . , .. ...,....,,..,� .... ,•it• •• ,, 
cna-or 
YEAR 8 
Ret. 
# '!(, .. 
31 4.0 21 3 
1 0 7.1 43 
1 3.3 5 
2 22.2 2 
5 5.7 34 
2 1 4.3 2 
1 8  3.4 148 
3 3.1 21 
0 0.0 1 
38 4.2 282 
5 3.2 58 
3 8.1 7 
0 o.o 2 
2 2.3 41 
0 0.0 8 
30 4.8 202 
3 3.4 1 9  
0 0.0 3 
34 3.9 284 
6 3.5 51 
0 0.0 1 4  
0 0.0 1 
5 4.4 33 
1 5.3 3 
27 4.6 1 81 
1 1 .2 23 
0 0.0 9 
Gr, 
,, 
27.6 
30.7 
t 6.7 
22.2 
39.1 
14.3 
27.9 
21 .6 
1 8.7 
31 .5 
37.4 
1 6.9 
1 5.4 
47.7 
42.1 
32.1 
21 .Ei 
13.0 
30.0 
29.5 
46.7 
9.1 
29.2 
1 5.8 
30.7 
26.7 
28.1 
c:na-or 
YEAR 9 
Ret. Gr. 
• '!(, ' .. 
1 6  2.1 225 29.1 
6 4.3 46 32.9 
0 0.0 5 16.7 
1 1 1 .1 • 44.4 
3 3.4 34 39.1 
2 14.3 3 21 .4 
9 1 .7 1 57  29.6 
1 1 .0 21 21.6 
0 0.0 1 1 6.7 
1 7  1 .9 298 33.0 
4 2.8 58 37A 
1 2.7 7 18.9 
0 0.0 2 1 5.4 
2 2.3 41 47.7 
1 5.3 8 42.1 
1 0 1 .6 215 34.1 
3 3.4 20 '12.7 
0 0.0 3 13.0 
OIRP:bt 
1 2112/97 
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End..of End..of End-<>f End-<>f · End-<>f End-<>f End-of 
COHORT Entrants YEAR 1 YEAR 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR S YEAR 6 YEAR 7 · 
Ret. Ret. Ret. Gr. Ret. Gr. Ret. Gr. Ret. Gr. Ret. 
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # ex, 
Fall 1 989 Total 8 1 4 1 00  451 55.4 31 4 38.6 303 37.2 4 0.5 21 0 25.6 51 6.3 1 1 1  1 3.6 1 39 1 7.1 51 6.3 205 25.2 31 3.6 230 28.3 
Minority 1 47 1 00  98 66.7 75 51 .0 72 49.0 0 0.0 51 34.7 9 6.1 31 21 .1 28 1 9.0 1 3  8.8 45 30.6 9 6.1 50 34.0 
Black 1 6  1 00  1 2  75.0 1 1  68.8 9 56.3 0 0.0 6 37.5 2 1 2.5 4 25.0 3 1 8.8 1 6.3 7 43.8 1 6.3 7 43.s· 
Native Am. 1 2 1 00  6 50.0 3 25.0 3 25.0 0 0.0 3 25.0 1 8.3 2 1 6.7 1 8.3 1 8.3 2 1 6.7 0 0.0 3 25.0 
Asian/Pl 93 1 00  62 66.7 50 53.8 48 51 .6 0 0.0 32 34.4 6 6.5 1 9  20.4 22 23.7 9 9.7 32 34.4 5 5.4 35 37.6 
Hispanic 26 1 00  1 8  69.2 1 1  42.3 1 2  46.2 0 0.0 1 0  38.5 0 0.0 6 23.1 2 7.7 2 7.7 4 1 5.4 3 1 1 .5 5 1 9.2 
White 528 1 00 270 51 .1 1 79 33.9 1 77 33.5 1 0.2 1 27 24.1 28 5.3 63 1 1 .9 85 1 6.1 30 5.7 1 21 22.9 1 8  3.4 1 35  25.6 
Unknown 97 1 00  57 58.8 39 40.2 38 39.2 0 0.0 25 25.8 4 4.1 1 4  1 4.4 1 3  1 3.4 7 7.2 21 21 .6 4 4.1 26 26.8 
NR 42 1 00  26 61 .9 21 50.0 1 6  38.1 3 7. 1 7 1 6.7 1 0  23.8 3 7.1 1 3  31 .0 1 2.4 1 8  42.9 0 0.0 1 9  45.2 
Fall 1 990 Total 589 1 00 336 57.0 270 45.8 239 40.6 2 0.3 1 86  31 .6 46 7.8 94 1 6.0 1 29  21 .9 39 6.6 1 68  28.5 
Minority 1 22  1 00 86 70.5 73 59.8 60 49.2 0 0.0 48 39.3 7 5.7 1 8  1 4.8 33 27.0 8 6.6 41 33.6 
Black 21 1 00  1 2  57.1 1 2 57.1 9 42.9 0 0.0 7 33.3 2 9.5 3 1 4.3 5 23.8 0 0.0 8 38.1 
Native Am. 1 3  1 00  8 61 .5 6 46.2 4 30.8 0 0.0 3 23. 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 23.1 0 0.0 3 23.1 
Asian/Pl 62 1 00  50 80.6 40 64.5 37 59.7 0 0.0 28 45.2 5 8.1 1 1  1 7.7 20 32.3 7 1 1 .3 23 37.1 
Hispanic 26 1 00  1 6  61 .5 1 5  57.7 1 0  38.5 0 0.0 1 0  38.5 0 0.0 4 1 5.4 5 1 9.2 1 3.8 7 26.9 
White 404 1 00  21 0 52.0 1 66  41 .1 1 56 38.6 1 0.2 1 22  30.2 28 6.9 66 1 6.3 79 1 9.6 24 5.9 1 05 26.0 
Unknown 35 1 00  1 9  54.3 1 5  42.9 9 25.7 0 0.0 9 25.7 3 8.6 7 20.0 4 1 1 .4 5 1 4.3 7 20.0 
NR 28 1 00 21 75.0 1 6  57.1 1 4  50.0 1 3.6 7 25.0 8 28.6 3 1 0.7 1 3  46.4 2 7.1 1 5  53.6 
Fall 1 991 Total 6 1 2 1 00 41 5 67.8 305 49.8 280 45.8 0 0.0 1 89 30.9 77 1 2.6 77 1 2.6 1 85 30.2 
Minority 1 63  1 00  1 1 6 71 .2 88 54.0 84 51 .5 0 0.0 64 39.3 1 8  1 1 .0 24 1 4.7 54 33.1 
Black 25 1 00 1 2  48.0 9 36.0 8 32.0 0 0.0 9 36.0 0 0.0 4 1 6.0 4 1 6.0 ' 
Native Am. 6 1 00 3 50.0 2 33.3 4 66.7 0 0.0 4 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 50.0 
Asian/Pl 1 1 0  1 00  85 77.3 66 60.0 62 56.4 0 0.0 45 40.9 1 6  1 4.5 1 7  1 5.5 41 37.3 
Hispanic 22 1 00  1 6  72.7 1 1  50.0 1 0  45.5 0 0.0 6 27.3 2 9.1 3 1 3.6 6 27.3 
White 385 1 00  255 66.2 1 84  47.8 1 68 43.6 0 0.0 1 06  27.5 51 1 3.2 44 1 1 .4 1 1 5 29.9 
Unknown 46 1 00  33 71 .7 28 60.9 23 50.0 0 0.0 1 4  30.4 5 1 0.9 9 1 9.6 8 1 7.4 
NR 1 8  1 00  1 1  61 .1 5 27.8 5 27.B 0 0.0 5 27.8 3 1 6.7 0 0.0 8 44.4 
Fall 1 992 Total 543 1 00  346 63.7 257 47.3 234 43.1 0 0.0 1 64 30.2 62 1 1 .4 
Minority 1 40 1 00 99 70.7 84 60.0 68 48.6 0 0.0 46 32.9 1 6  1 1 .4 
Black 20 1 00  1 1  55.0 5 25.0 3 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 5.0 
Native Am. 1 1  1 00  6 54.5 5 45.5 4 36.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 
Asian/Pl 86 1 00  64 74.4 61 70.9 50 58.1 0 0.0 35 40.7 1 3  1 5.1  
Hispanic 23 1 00  1 8  78.3 1 3 56.5 1 1  47.8 0 0.0 1 1  47.8 1 4.3 
White 356 1 00  226 63.5 159 44.7 1 53 43.0 0 0.0 1 1 0 30.9 39 1 1 .0 
Unknown 31 1 00  1 6  51 .6 1 0  32.3 9 29.0 0 0.0 8 25.8 1 3.2 
NR 1 6  1 00  5 31 .3 4 25.0 4 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 37.5 
End-of End-of 
YEAR 1 YEAR 2 
OHO RT Entrants Ret. Ret. 
# % # % # % 
311 1 993 Total 684 1 00  389 56.9 296 43.3 
V1inority 1 97 1 00  1 1 9  60.4 91 46.2 
Black 29 1 00  1 6  55.2 1 1  37.9 
Native Am. 8 1 00  4 50.0 2 25.0 
Asian/Pl 1 1 6 1 00  76 65.5 63 54.3 
H ispanic 44 1 00  23 52.3 1 5  34.1 
Nhite 435 1 00  246 56.6 1 85 42.5 
Jnknown 37 1 00  20 54.1 1 8  48.6 
\J R  1 5  1 00  4 26.7 2 1 3.3 
311 1 994 Total 601 1 00  376 62.6 279 46.4 
\1inortty 1 54  1 00 1 07 69.5 81 52.6 
Black 24 1 00  1 5  62.5 1 0  41 .7 
Native Am. 1 1  1 00 9 81 .8 7 63.6 
Asian/Pl 86 1 00 62 72.1 45 52.3 
Hispanic 33 1 00  21 63.6 1 9  57.6 
White 382 1 00 228 59.7 1 66  43.5 
Unknown 55 1 00  34 61 .8 26 47.3 
N R  1 0  1 00  7 70.0 6 60.0 
all 1 995 Total 638 1 00  385 60.3 
Minority 1 53  1 00  98 64.1 
Black 26 1 00  1 6  61 .5 
Native Am. 1 1 1 00  6 54.5 
Asian/Pl 85 1 00  57 67.1 
Hispanic 31 1 00  1 9  61 .3 
Nhite 430 1 00  256 59.5 
Unknown 41 1 00  25 61 .0 
NR 1 4  1 00  6 42.9 
all 1 996 Total 672 1 00  
'v1inority 1 80  1 00  
Black 37 1 00  
Native Am. 1 5  1 00  
Asian/Pl 83 1 00  
Hispanic 45 1 00  
Nhite 403 1 00  
Jn known 78 1 00  
" R  1 1  1 00  
End-of 
YEAR 3 
Ret. Gr. 
# % # % 
265 38.7 3 0.4 
81 41 .1  1 0.5 
8 27.6 0 0.0 
2 25.0 0 0.0 
56 48.3 1 0.9 
1 5  34.1 0 0.0 
1 69 38.9 2 0.5 
1 3  35.1 0 0.0 
2 1 3.3 0 0.0 
f'.>ORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
RETENTION & G RADUATION RATE • FOR SRA STUDY 
FULL-TIME FRESHMEN 
End-of 
COHORT Entrants YEAR 1 0  
Ret. Gr. 
# % # % # % 
fall 1 986 Total .. 773 1 00  1 6  2.1 231 29.9 
Mlnortty 1 40  1 00  1 0.7 50 35.7 
Black 30 1 00  0 0.0 5 1 6.7 
Native Am. 9 1 00  0 0.0 4 44.4 
I Asian/Pl 87 1 00  0 0.0 35 40.2 Hispanic 1 4  1 00  1 7.1 6 42.9 · White 530 1 00  1 4  2.6 1 61 30.4 
Unknown 97 1 00 1 .0 1 9  1 9.6 
NR 6 1 00  0 0.0 1 6.7 
Fall 1 987 Total 896 1 00  
Minority 1 55  1 00  
Black 37 1 00  
Native Am. 1 3  1 00  
Asian/Pl 86 1 00  
Hispanic 1 9  1 00  
White 630 1 00  
Unknown 88 1 00  
NR 23 1 00  
Fall 1 988 Total 880 1 00  
Minority 1 73 1 00  
Black 30 1 00  
Native Am. 1 1  1 00  
Asian/Pl 1 1 3 1 00  
Hispanic 1 9  1 00  
White 589 1 00  
Unknown 86 1 00  
NR 32 1 00  
* 1 .  End-of-year retention rates are derfvedJrom the following fall-term's registrants. 
2. End-of-year graduation rates count up to the following summer-term graduates. 
•• The 1 986 cohort does not Include extended-study students. 
Cohorts 
# of 
Total 
Entrants % # 
Fall 1 991 Total 677 1 00.0 457 
Fall 1 992 Total .61 1  1 00.0 388 
Fall 1 993 Total 704 1 00.0 404 
Fall 1 994 Total 644 1 00.0 393 
Fall 1 995 Total 677 1 00.0 400 
Fall 1 996 Total 760 1 00.0 492 
Fall 1 997 Total 782 1 00.0 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
RETENTION RATE* (%) BY END OF YEAR 
FIRST-TIME FULL TIME FRESHMEN 
End of End of End of 
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
RT% # RT% # RT% 
67.5 328 48.4 301 44.5 
63.5 290 47.5 253 4 1 .4 
57.4 317 45.0 284 40.3 
61 .0  286 44.4 260 40.4 
59. 1 328 48.4 
64.7 
• End-of-year retention rates are derived from the following 4th-week fall-term registrants. 
SOURCE: SCARF data base extracts. 
OIRP:sh 
1 211 2197 
End of End of End of 
Year 4 Year s Year 6 
# RT% # RT% # RT% 
210 31 .0 99 1 4.6 60 8.9 
179 29.3 99 1 6.2 
1 98 28 . 1  
Entering Student Characteristics 
· 1  
l Data reported by OIRP each year include the h igh school 
GPA, SAT and 
other test scores, and mean age of new and continuing freshmen students, admitted 
· . .  j Fall Term (a "continuing freshman" was not admitted to PSU prior to Fal l Term). 
j The table on the next page reports these characteristics for new and continuing ful l­
time freshmen, Fal l Term 1 991 through Fal l  Term 1 997. As the table shows, high 
school GPA and SAT scores for Fall 1 997 are higher than for all previous terms, 
even given the recentering of SAT scores in 1 996. The standard deviation for each 
year is large; however, for Fall 1 996 and Fall 1 997, it is somewhat smal ler. For Fal l  
1 997, the lowest score i n  the range is higher than al l  previous years, even 
given the recentering in 1 996; the top score also is higher than all previous 
years, even given the recentering. This indicates that some incoming student 
characteristics, including _two factors which have been shown to influence retention, 
may be improving. 
The second table on the next page reports the sources of new students 
admitted to PSU during Fall Terms 1 99 1  through 1 997. This tabl e  shows that the 
number of student entering directly from high school in  1 996 and 1 997 is 
higher than previous years, and that the number of students from Oregon high 
schools is higher than all but one of the previous years. The other categories 
in the table are most relevant for transfer students , and show more variabil ity from 
year to year. 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
FULL TIME FRESHMEN, NEW AND CONTINUING 
ADMITIED FALL TERMS 1 991 THROUGH 1 997 
F91 F92 
HSGPA 3. 1 2  3. 1 2  
SAT COMP 902 905 
SD 1 68.45 1 71 .85 
Range 
High 1 51 0  1 450 
Low 470 460 
AGE 1 8.92 1 9.25 
*First year of recentered SAT scores. 
SOURCE: 4th Week SCARF Reports, subject years. 
OIRP:kak 
1 2/1 2/97 
F93 F94 
3.1 1 3.1 1 
901 896 
1 71 .09 1 72.85 
1 41 0  1 51 0  
430 41 0 
1 8.85 1 9.06 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOURCE OF NEW STUDENTS 
FALL TERMS 1 991 THROUGH 1 997 
F91 f 92 
From HS 672 658 
Oregon HS 558 551 
From cc 671 742 
From OSSHE 250 244 
Outside Oregon 734 690 
Other Oregon 1 1 7  1 01 
From PSU 1 64 1 95 
Unknown 58 1 5  
Nonadmits 882 1 231 
SOURCE: 4th Week SCARF Reports, subject years. 
OIRP:kak 
1 211 2/97 
F93 . F94 
764 743 
654 621 
783 846 
3 1 2  293 
645 731 
1 34 1 40 
1 32 87 
52 94 
1 093 962 
F95 
3.1 2  
929 
1 82.48 
1 390 
480 
1 8.84 
F95 
768 
635 
842 
280 
891 
1 60 
71 
1 1  
907 
F96* F97 
3.1 2 3. 1 5  
1 01 5  1 035 
1 64.24 1 67.1 6 
1 500 1 520 
430 51 0 
1 9.03 1 8.87 
F96 f 97 
81 5 825 
637 653 
836 779 
328 303 
949 854 
208 1 62 
75 1 57 
1 2  25 
976 1 1 53 
1 . J 
Preliminary Results from Student Tracking Research 
Tables on the fol lowing pages report preliminary results from student tracking 
research conducted in OIRP. In this project, data on two cohorts prior to the 
implementation of University Studies (1 991 and 1 992) and two fol lowing (1 994 and 
1 995) were examined using data from the student information system and 
responses to the Entering Student Survey, which was administered to new and 
transfer students during Winter Term of each of those years. The intent was to 
monitor g rades, credit hours, attendance patterns, and survey responses for each 
cohort. 
Table 1 shows that Fall  1 994 and Fal l  1 995 cohorts earned more A's and 
fewer C's, D's, and E's overall than the other two cohorts, but also earned 
more X's, l's, W's, or Audits. Table 2 shows that the term GPA during the 
second year at PSU for Fal l 1 994 and Fall 1 995 cohorts is higher than the other 
two cohorts; the number of term earned hours is higher; the cumulative GPA 
through the first term of the second year is higher; and the total earned hours 
is also higher. The ratios of attempted to earned hours indicate that Fall 1 994 and 
1 995 cohorts earned sl ightly more of the hours for which they registered 
initially than the other two cohorts (they dropped fewer courses). Table 3 shows 
liUle change in class level for· al l four cohorts at the beginning of the second year, 
but more students moving into junior level at the beginning of the third year 
for the Fall 1 994 cohort, which suggests that this cohort has begun moving toward 
graduation more rapidly than previous cohorts . Table 4 shows that Fall 1 994 and 
Fall 1 995 cohorts took somewhat fewer courses at the 300 and 400 level 
during their sophomore year than did previous cohorts, and somewhat more 
at the 1 00 and · 200 level. Table 5 shows thatJ for those students retained into the 
second year of stud�, more students in the Fall 1 994 and Fall  1 995 cohorts 
were in continuous attendance than previous cohorts, · and fewer stopped out 
overall. 
Table 6 compares the mean responses to measures of institutional affliation 
from the Entering Student �urveys of 1 992 and 1 995; those reported were found to 
be statistically significant at p <= .01 . In general, the mean responses to these 
items was higher for the Fall 1 995 cohort than for Fall 1 992. This suggests 
stronger institutional affliation for this cohort. 
It must be noted that these results are part of a broader longitudinal study, 
and must be regarded cautiously. They do, however, point to some interesting and 
positive trends among the University Studies cohorts. The study will be continued, 
and additional · results wil l  be available later in 1 998. 
! J 
l 
- 1  1 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSllY 
SELECTED TABLES FROM FRESHMAN COHORT STUDY* 
TABLE 1 .  
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION O F  GRADES 
EARNED AT END OF SECOND YEAR: FRESHMEN BY COHORT YEAR** 
F91 F92 F94 F95 
A 24.0 23.0 26.0 31 .0 
B 28.0 27.0 28.0 27.0 
c 21 .0 22.0 1 9.0 1 5.0 
D 5.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 
E 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 4.0 1 3.0 
F 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
NP 1 .0 1 .0 1 .0 1 .0 
Other 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 
TABLE 2. 
MEANS OF SELECTED ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
BEGINNING OF SECOND YEAR: FRESHMEN BY _COHORT YEAR 
F91 F92 F94 
Term GPA 2.70 2.60 2.80 
Earned hours 1 2.30 1 2.70 1 2.90 
Attempted hours 1 4.00 1 4.30 1 4.20 
Ratio 0.88 0.89 0.91 
CUMGPA 2.70 2.70 2.80 
Total Earned hours 51 .30 52.50 53.70 
Total Attempted hours 57.80 58.40 59.1 0 
Ratio 0.89 0.90 0.91 
TABLE 3. 
ACADEM IC PROGRESS OF RETAINED STUDENTS 
FRESHMEN BY COHORT YEAR 
Student Level F91 -F92 F94 
Beginning 2nd Yr 
Freshman 60.7 61 .0 56.1 
Sophomore 38.8 39.0 43. 9  
Junior 0.5 0.0 0.0 
Senior 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Beginning 3rd Yr 
Freshman 4.6 4.3 4.7 
Sophomore 60.3 59.1 52.7 
Junior 33.4 36.2 42.7 
Senior 1 .6 0.4 0.0 
F95 
2:eo 
1 2.80 
1 4.40 
0.89 
2.93 
53.1 4 
58.41 
0.91 
F95 
60.8 
38.7 
0.5 
0.0 
F96*** 
F96*** -
F96*** 
TABLE 4. 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CREDIT HOURS 
BY LEVEL, END OF SECOND YEAR: 
FRESHMEN BY COHORT YEAR 
F91 F92 F94 
Eledives 3.0 4 .0 4.0 
1 00 level 38.0 39.0 40.0 
200 level 49.0 49.0 47.0 
300 level 8.0 6.0 7.0 
400 level 2.0 2.0 2.0 
TABLE 5. 
F95 
4.0 
45.0 
44.0 
6.0 
1 .0 
TERM-BY-TERM AITENDANCE OF FRESHMEN RETURNING FOR 
SECOND YEAR: FRESHMEN BY COHORT YEAR 
{Percentage) 
F91 F92 F94 F95 
Continuous Attendance 
(F-W-Spr-Fall) 96.0 95.0 97.0 97.0 
Stop-outs 4.0 5.0 3.0 3.0 
Spring only 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Winter only 1 .0 . 0.9 0.9 0.3 
Winter and Spring 1 .0 0.5 0.4 0.5 
I 
.I 
F96*** 
F96*** 
TABLE S. 
COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR SELECTED ITEMS 
ENTERING STUDENT SURVEY: 1 992 AND 1 995 COHORTS 
Fall 1 992 
n M SD 
I am in classes I wanted 
to take. 262 3.06 0.74 
I am in at least one class 
I find intellectually 
stimulating. 257 3.43 0.66 
PSU is meeting my 
expectations. 263 2.90 0.91 
PSU cares about me. 246 2.56 1 .23 
I am socially comfortable 
coming on to campus 
and going to class. 220 3.00 0.77 
I have met a faculty 
member I can talk to. 248 2.39 0.97 
I know how to get help 
with questions or 
concerns. 255 2.58 1 0.94 
I have met other students 
who may become 
friends. 206 3.03 0.77 
Fall 1 995 
n M SD 
267 3.90 0.97 
266 4.28 o.n 
266 3.46 0.99 
266 2.87 0.95 
265 3.91 0.90 
265 3.56 1 . 1 8  
266 3.33 1 .1 1  
266 3.88 0.97 
* SOURCE: "Tracking Student Progress Within a Framework of Curricular Change," Kathi A. Ketcheson, 
and Belen M. Tapang, M.A., paper presented at Association for Institutional Research Forum 1 997, 
Orlando, Florida, May 1 997. 
** Cohort years for this study corresponded to administration of the "Entering Student Survey," 
1 99 1 ,  1 992, 1 994, and 1 995, and represent two pre- and two post-University Studies cohorts of 
full-time freshmen new from high school. 
*** Data for 1 996 cohort is being prepared by OIRP, but is not available as of 1211 1 /97. 
Entering Student Survey 
OIRP administers a panel of student surveys, including the Entering Student 
Survey, which comprises a series of questions regarding the background 
characteristics, intentions and educational plans, and evaluation of students 
services for those admitted as new or transfer students to PSU, Fall Term. 
Questions are based on national models and the l iterature on student retention, and 
include items specific to PSU. The
· 
survey was designed to be administered during 
Winter Term every two years; with the advent of Freshman Inquiry in 1 994, OIRP 
administered the survey two years in a row (1 994 and 1 995) in order to examine 
differences in  student responses for the first two years of the program. The next 
administration wil l  be for the Fal l  1 997 class, during Winter 1 998. 
The fol lowing pages include a narrative taken from the formal report on the 
1 992, 1 994, and 1 995 surveys (distribution date Winter, 1 998), and several table 
showing comparisons of student responses which are relevant to the University 
Studies Program. In general, increases in student satisfaction were noted for 
several items between the 1 992 and 1 995 surveys, as wel l as between the 1 994 
and 1 995 surveys. Improvements noted between 1 994 and 1 995 may be attributed 
to refinements in the Freshman Inquiry sequence; once the 1 997 data have been 
tabulated (Spring 1 998), they will be compared to these data to look for trends. 
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PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
ENTERING STUDENT SURVEY 
COMPARISON OF SURVEY RESPONSES 
1 994 and 1 995 
, l Category 
Question 
(1 = Very low, 2 = Low, 3 = Moderate, 4 = High, an� 5 = Very high) 
lnfonnation received about the Freshman Inquiry Program 
Registration procedures 
Service from Office of University Studies staff 
Advising on General Education requirements 
Advising from Peer Mentors though the Freshman I nquiry Program 
oirp 
Fall '94 Fall '95 
Mean Mean 
2.76 
3.39 
3. 1 3  
2.52 
3.28 
3.09 
3.63 
3.34 
2.80 
3.66 
I ntention 
Earn Degree 
Transfer 
General I nterest O nly 
U nsure 
Total 
O I RP: mr/bt 
02/05/96:  mr 
Survey Response 
N umber Percent 
394 72.3% 
1 02 1 8.7% 
1 6  2.9% 
33 6. 1 %  
545 1 00.0% 
Portland State University 
Stu dents Entering PSU Fal l 1 99 1  
Status as of Fal l 1 995 
by Declare d Intention as Fresh man 
Earned Degree by 
Fall 1 995 Enrolled Fall 1 995 
N umber Percent N umber Percent 
203 51 .5% 78 1 9.8% 
9 8.8% 22 21 .6% 
0 0.0% 4 25.0% 
4 1 2. 1 %  6 1 8.2% 
21 6 39.6% 1 1 0 20. 2% 
Neither Graduated Earned Degrees and 
nor Enrolled Fal l 1 995 Enrolled Fall 1 995 
Number Percent N umber Percent 
7/ I 
1 1 3 28.7% (1 9] 4.8% 
71 69.6% [ 1 ]  0.3% 
1 2  75.0% [O] 0.0% 
27 81 .8% [OJ 0.0% 
223 40.9% [20) 5. 1 %  
Question 
Which of the following best 
describes your immediate 
educational plans? 
Earn a bachelor's degree at 
PSU 
Take courses to transfer to 
another institution 
Take courses for my own 
interest 
Unsure 
1991 
POR'ILAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
ENTERING STUDENT SURVEY 1991, 1992, 1994, AND 1995 
IMMEDIATE EDUCATION PLANS 
1992 1994* 
New from high Transfer New from high Transfer New from high Transfer 
school school school 
Nwnber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
269 100.00 304 100.00 265 100.00 278 100.00 124 100.00 86 100.00 
151 S6. 13 262 86. 18 ISO 56.60 239 85.97 71 57.26 69 80 .23 
82 30.48 26 8.SS 60 22.64 27 9.71 23 18.SS 10 1 1 .63 
9 3 .35 7 2 .30 s 1.89 2 0.72 2 1.61 1 1.16 
27 10.04 9 2.96 so 18.87 10 3 .60 28 22.58 6 6 .98 
• New or transfer status was identified only for those students who reported a Social Security Number on the survey. This applies only to the 1994 data. 
OIRP:lah 
12/12/97 
1995 
New from high Transfer 
school 
Number Percent Number Percet 
266 100.00 190 100.0 
161 60.SJ 166 87.3i 
60 22.S6 16 8.42 
2 0.75 3 1 .58 
43 16. 17 s 2.63 
University Studies Chapter Draft: Entering Student Survey Report 
Leigh Hedrick, Graduate Research Assistant 
Gillian Lerner, Graduate Research Assistant 
The University Studies general education program was introduced in 1994 to 
create a new environment for learning at Portland State University. The University 
Studies program introduces an integrated curriculum to students, providing a strong 
foundation for learning. This innovative program is designed to enhance the students' 
overall skills in thinking, writing and communication, along with encouraging students to 
become involved with other students, mentors, faculty members and the larger community. 
University Studies is divided into four courses including Freshman Inquiry, Sophomore 
Inquiry, Upper Division Clusters and the Senior Capstone. Together, these courses 
prepare students for lifelong learning by promoting academic skill development, 
supporting ongoing relationships with faculty members and peer mentors, and encouraging 
students to become actively involved in the Portland Metropolitan community. Overall, 
the goal of the University Studies program is to teach students at Portland State 
University the necessary skills to become responsible and inquiring critical thinkers. 
Student Opinion of General Education Program 
The general education program was implemented in 1994, therefore the following 
information from the Entering Student Surveys, including freshman and transfer students, 
will only include data from the 1994 and 1995. After completing one term of the general 
education program, students were given a series of questions inquiring about their first 
impressions of PSU, including the general education program. 
The first question in this section asked the students if they agreed that the general 
education program would eventually help broaden their life -view beyond the scope of their 
major. In 1994, 1 62 (49%) of freshman respondents and 1 10 (63%) of transfer 
respondents agreed/strongly agreed, while in 1995, 163 (64%) of freshman respondents 
and 100 (62%) of transfer respondents agreed/strongly agreed to the same question. 
Furthermore, students were asked if they agreed that the general education courses 
would provide them with an opportunity to integrate ideas and explore many points of 
view. In 1994, 174 (53%) of freshman respondents and 106 (61%) of transfer 
respondents agreed/strongly agreed to the question, while in 1995, 159 (63%) of freshman 
respondents and 105 (66%) of transfer respondents agreed/strongly agreed to the same 
question. The majority of student responses show the successful introduction of the 
general education curriculum. 
Students were asked more specific questions regarding skill development and 
utilization of information outside of the classroom. Once more, the majority of student 
respondents felt that the general education program would eventually help them develop 
problem solving skills and increase their ability to utilize information. In 1994, 1 57 (48%) 
freshmen and 97 (56%) transfers agreed/strongly agreed, while in 1995, 140 (55%) 
freshmen and 95 (59%) transfers also agreed/strongly agreed. From 1994 to 1995 
students who "disagreed" or "strongly disagreed" that the General Education program will 
help develop problem solving skills and the utilization of information dropped 5% among 
freshmen and 4% among transfer respondents. Moreover, positive responses increased 
3% for transfers and 7% for freshmen from 1994 to 1995. This slight increase in positive 
responses and slight decrease in negative responses suggests a slowly developing positive 
impact of the general education program on the freshman and transfer students. 
Another question addressing the future impact of the general education program 
asked respondents if they felt that the information they have learned would be applicable 
to community/world issues outside of the classroom. Of the 1994 respondents, 141 (43%) 
freshmen and 101  (58%) transfers agreed/strongly agreed that their general education 
would be relevant to issues beyond the classroom setting. In 1995, 1 40 (55%) freshmen 
and 94 ( 5 5%) transfers responded positively to the same question. In 1994, 65 (20%) 
freshmen strongly disagreed/disagreed, as compared to 32 (13%) freshmen in 1995 . 
In addition, a high percentage of students agreed/strongly agreed that the general 
education program would help with developing general skills in English, math, science and 
the arts. Likewise, the majority of both freshmen and transfers agreed/strongly agreed that 
the general education program would help them acquire information beyond the classroom 
to various content areas. 
Students were asked if they felt the general education courses were likely to be a 
valuable part of their education. In 1994, 41% (13 1) of freshman respondents 
agreed/strongly agreed, while 50% (127) responded similarly in 1995. Transfer responses 
increased as well; 47% (81) in 1994 to 54% (87) in 1995. Conversely, a small number of 
freshmen agreed/strongly agreed that the general education courses were a waste of time 
and irrelevant to their education program; 18% (58) in 1994 and 19% (44) in 1 995 . 
Transfer student responses to this question decreased from 15% (25) in 1994 to 7% ( 1 1) 
in 1 995. Together, these responses suggest an increased perception of the value of the 
general education courses as a relevant part of the educational program at PSU. 
Levels of Satisfaction: Advising 
Another series of questions asked both freshmen and transfer respondents to rate 
their levels of satisfaction regarding other aspects of the general education program. In 
1994, 146 (52%) freshmen and 46 (33%) transfers were disappointed with general 
education advising reporting low/very low levels of satisfaction. In 1995, only 80 (38%) 
freshmen reported low/very low levels of satisfaction regarding advising; a 14% decrease 
from 1994. Likewise, 30 (22%) transfers reported low levels of satisfaction; a reported 
decrease of 1 1% from the previous year. There was a 14% increase in higher levels of 
satisfaction among transfers from 1 994 to 1995, but only a 4% increase among freshmen. 
Although there was only a small increase reported in levels of satisfaction among 
freshmen, the reported high levels of satisfaction increased, while the reported low levels 
of satisfaction decreased from 1994 to 1995. 
In the area of major requirement advising, 73 (26%) freshmen and 5 5 (3 7%) 
transfers reported high/very high levels of satisfaction in 1994. Both freshmen and 
transfers higher levels of satisfaction noticeably increased in 1995; 1 1  % for the freshmen 
and 1 0% for the transfers. At the same time, there was a decrease in lower levels of 
satisfaction from 1994 to 1995 for both freshman and transf�r respondents. In 1994, 45% 
(126) of the freshmen reported low/very low levels of satisfaction compared to 33% (69) 
in 1995 showing a 12% decrease. Transfer students' responses also decreased in levels of 
dissatisfaction: 32% (47) in 1 994 to 24% (36) in 1995 . Again, there is an overall increase 
in positive responses with regard to major requirement advising. 
Respondents were asked to rate their levels of satisfaction with peer mentor 
advising, an important aspect of the general education program. Peer mentors act as 
advocates for students and liaisons between students and faculty. Peer mentor advising 
was designed to help students feel more comfortable inquiring about their academic 
schedule or the selection of a major. From 1994 to 1 995 there was a 1 7% increase in 
levels of satisfaction for freshmen and a 6% decrease in levels of satisfaction for transfers. 
Levels of Satisfaction: Freshman Inquiry 
Participants were asked another series of questions regarding levels of satisfaction 
with the University Studies program. First, students were asked how satisfied they were 
with the information provided on Freshman Inquiry. Of freshman respondents, 95 (29%) 
reported high/very high levels of satisfaction in 1994 and 97 (3 8%) reported high/very 
high levels of satisfaction in 1995. Of the transfer respondents, 3 1  (34%) reported 
high/very high levels of satisfaction in 1994 and 1 8  (3 2%) reported the same responses in 
1995. 
Levels of Satisfaction: Registration and Orientation 
Subsequently, students were asked how they would rate registration procedures in 
the University Studies program. In 1994, 157 (47%) freshmen responded with high/very 
high levels of satisfaction while in 1 995, 146 (57%) freshmen responded similarly, marking 
( 
a 1 0% increase from 1 994 to 1995. Transfer respondents remained consistent in their 
responses from 1994 to 1995. Both years show the majority of transfers reported 
high/very high levels of satisfaction; 89 (52%) in 1 994 and 96 (56%) in 1995 . 
The levels of satisfaction regarding the information received from the Orientation 
program showed a slight increase for freshmen and a slight decrease for transfers from 
1 994 to 1 995. In 1994, 46% (140) freshmen reported high/very high levels of satisfaction 
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with the Orientation program and in 1995 this increased to 49% (1 19). Furthennore, 49% 
(55) of transfers rated their satisfaction as high/veiy high in 1994, and 46% (48) in 1995. 
Levels of Satisfaction: University Studies Services 
_ Satisfaction with services provided by the University Studies staff showed an 
increase for both freshmen and transfers from 1 994 to 1995 . Only 34% (88) freshmen 
reported high/very high levels of satisfaction in 1994, while 45% (95) reported high/veiy 
high levels in 1995; an increase of 1 1  %. Additionally, transfers reported 30% (26) 
high/very high levels of satisfaction while 3 9% (3 7) reported high/very high levels of 
satisfaction, marking a 9% increase. 
Altogether, these statistics reflect students' perceptions of the first and second year 
of the new general education curriculum. The movem�nt upward from 1994 to 1995 can 
be attributed to the fact that the 1994 statistics reflect the student perceptions one term 
into the first year of the program. Although there were no changes in the design of the 
general education curriculum from 1994 to 1 995, the faculty and staff had the opportunity 
to fine tune the program to meet the needs of the entering students after the first year. As 
a result of more cohesive courses and more experienced faculty, students' positive 
attitudes toward the general education program increased in the 1995 Entering Student 
Survey. 
Reasons New Freshmen Attend PSU 
Reasons for 1 992 
Attending PSU N I.Ji  Important 
uam1ng a t:noaa-oaHU 
1 0.0CJ6 Education 
Preparing for a Career 3.1 9b  
Changing Careers 50.0% 
Increasing Potential Income 1 2.9% 
Parents Want Me To 28.0% 
Receiving a College Degree 3.1 % 
Meeting Others 8.8% 
22.0% 68.0% 
II 
12.5% 
8.5% 88.4% 5.8% 
35.7% 1 4.3% 52.3% 
1 5.7% 71 .5% 1 3.7% 
28.8% 43.2% 30.9% 
4.5% 7.5% 89.4% lf:ll 34.6% 4'8.3% 19.1  % 
Enriching My Ufe 6.39b 
Preparation for Graduate or 
1 1 .9% Professional Degree 
1 9.4% 74.3% :Ii!�\iilllll11�i 4.5% 
21 .0% 67.2% ?}3�_88t\. 1 1 . 4% 
.�.·.:···: �·-:.� ·:�:·:·:·:-�-: � .. 
Not Important includes both .. not very important" and "not important at air. 
Important includes both "important" and "very importanr. 
1 994 1 995 
27.4% 60.1 % 9.9% 21.2% 68.9% 
8.5% 85.7% 0.8% 7.6% 91 .7% 
40.9% 1 6.6% 39.8Clb 43.2% 17.0% 
1 3.4% 73.0% 8.7% 1 3.8% n.6% 
29.3% 39.8% 30.0% 33.9% 36.2% 
1 1 .0% 84.6% 4.2% 8.3% 87.5% 
30.8% 50.2% 1 7.9% 32.1 % 50.0% 
1 4.9% n.3% 4.6% 1 4.9% 77.3% 
228% 65.9% . 4.7% 22.8% 65.9% 
The mean refers to the mean responses in five categories for each question, 1 = Not important at all to 5 = Very important 
Reasons New Transfers Atte�� PSU 
Reasons for 
Attending PSU 
Uia1mng a l:jroaO·tjaseo 
Education 
Preparing for a career 
Changing Careers 
IBCreasing Potential Income 
Parents Want Me To 
1 2.0% 
3.8% 
37.6% 
1 1 .5% 
29. 1 %  
3.8% 
24.3% 
7.5% 
1 992 
23.6% 
7.1 % 
30.1 %  
1 2.6% 
29. 1 %  
5.3% 
39.0% 
1 3.4% 
64.4% 
89.1 % 
32.3% 
76.0% 
41 .8% 
90.8% 
36.7% 
79.1 % 
R eceiving a Coftege Degree 
Meeting Others 
Enriching My Ure 
Preparatton for Graduate or 
Professional Degree 14.3% 21 .4% 64.3% 
-�l!ll�;;hl!;�:;:ii:i: 
)/::�;?�.:::{: 
17.4% 
3.7% 
33.7% 
4.9% 
39.8% 
0.5% 
23.8% 
2.7% 
6.4% 
Not Important includes both "not very importanr· and .. not important at air. 
Important includes both "important" and "very importanr. 
1 994 
22.6% 
4.8% 
36.1 %  
12.0% 
30.7% 
3.2% 
35.5% 
10.2% 
1 7.7% 
60.0% 
91 .4% 
30.2% 
63.1 % 
29.5% 
96.3% 
40.7% 
87.2% 
75.9% 
1 7.5% 
2.7% 
36.0% 
9.1 %  
42.9% 
3.2% 
26.0% 
4.4% 
8.8% 
1 995 
22.4% 
6.0% 
30.1 % 
1 4.2% 
27.1 % 
6.0% 
34.8% 
12.0% 
26.4% 
60. 1 %  
91 .4% 
31 .9% 
76.7% 
30.0% 
90.8% 
39.2% 
83.6% 
The mean refers to the mean responses in five categories for each question, 1 = Not important at al l  to 5 = Very important. 
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Factors In the Decision to Attend PSU for New Freshmen 
Friends Cwrent PSU students 
Recommendation of School 
CounsekM' 
Recomnenctauon of Employer 
Recommendation of Friends 
Recc>nmendation of Family 
Cost 
Desire to move to Portland 
Ability to stay In PorUand 
Financial Aid Package 
Program Offerings 
Reputation of Programs 
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Factors in the Decision to Attend PSU for New Transfers 
Friends Current PSU 
Students 
Recommendation of 
School Counselor 
Recommendation of 
Employer 
Recommendation of 
Friends 
Recommendation of 
Family 
Cost 
Desire to m ove to Portland 
Ability to stay in Portland 
Financial Aid Package 
Program Offerings 
Reputation of Programs 
Reputation of the 
University 
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-1 00% -80% -60% -40% -20% 0% 20CJb 40% 60% 80% 1 00% 
Not Important Important 
Percentage of Respondents 
C 1992 
• 1994 
0 1995 
0 1992 
• 1 994  
0 1 995  
New Freshmen's Opinion of the General Education Program 
Acquire information 
outside my major 
Develop general skills 
(English, math, etc.) 
Application of 
information to 
Problem solving skills 
and use of information 
Integrate ideas and 
explore other views 
Broaden view beyond 
major 
-1 00% -80% -60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 1 00% 
Strong ly disagree I Disagree Strongly agree I Agree 
Percentage of Respondents 
New Transfer's Opinion of the General Education Prog ram 
Acquire information 
outside my major 
Develop general skills 
(English. math, etc.) 
Application of 
infonnation to 
Problem solving skil ls 
and use of information 
I ntegrate ideas and 
explore other views 
Broaden view beyond 
major 
• 1994 
Cl 1 995 
• 1 994 
[J 1 995 
-1 00% -80% -60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 
Strongly d isagree I Disagree Strongly ag ree I Agree 
Percentage of Respondents 
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Persi stence trends for Freshman Inquiry students 
Data for all regularly admitted students 

ADMITTED STUDENTS (student type codes A-E) REGISTERED FOR FRESHMAN INQUIRY 
AND RETURNING TO PSU IN SUBSEQUENT YEARS BY COHORT 
Total student % ttl % rtn Number who %rtn Number who %rtn 
enrollment special registered for registered for 
by term admits classes the classes in 
* following fall  AY 97-8 
AY 1994-95 
.. 
Fall 1 994 647 .20 408 . 6 3  265 .4 1  
Winter 1 995 5 1 9  . 80 
Spring 1 995 465 . 7 2  373 . 80 245 . 6 6  
AY 1995-96 
Fall 1 995 677 . 27 400 . 5 9  335 .46 
Winter 1 996 555 . 82 
Spring 1 996 484 .72 373 .77 308 . 8 3  
AY 1996-97 ' 
Fall 1 996 729 . 22 47 1 . 65 47 1 .65  
Winter 1 997 602 . 8 3  
Spring 1 997 508 .70 425 . 84 425 .84 
.• 
AY 1997-98 : 
Fall 1 997 7 1 1 . 1 2 -- -- -- --
Winter 1 998** 658 . 92 - - -- -- --
(* AS or A6 Application Decision Codes which indicate special admit students who do not meet admission 
standards) 
1 2/29/97 ous 
** projected return enrollment 
ADMITTED STUDENTS (student type codes A-E) REGISTERED FOR FRESHMAN INQUIRY & 
RETURNING TO PSU IN SUBSEQUENT YEARS 
by Regular and Special (*) Admits 
Regular % special % Reg. rtn % (*) rtn % R e g .  % ( * )  
admits rtn admits rtn the next rtn the next rtn return rtn return 
( * ) Fall Fall A Y 9 7 - 8  A Y 9 7  .. 8 
AY 1994-95 .. 
Fall 1 994 5 1 6 1 3 1  3 37 . 6 5  7 1  .54 225 .44 40 
Winter 1 995 420 . 8 1  99 . 7 5  
Spring 1 995 38 1 .74 84 . 64 3 1 0 . 8 1 63 .75  207 . 54 38 
AY 1995 .. 96 
Fall 1 995 497 1 80 3 1 0 . 6 2  90 . 5 0  264 . 5 3  7 1  
Winter 1 996 4 1 1 . 8 3  144 . 80 
Spring 1 996 366 .74 1 1 8 . 6 6  29 1 . 80 82 .70 244 .67 64 
AY 1996-97 
Fall 1 996 568 1 6 1  3 80 . 67 9 1  .57  same same 
Winter 1 997 472 . 8 3  1 30 . 8 1 
Spring 1 997 408 .72  1 00 . 6 2  345 . 85 80 . 80 . same same 
AY 1997-98 · 
Fall 1 997 622 89 -- -- -- --
Winter 1 998** -- -- -- -- -- --
(*AS OR A6 APPLICATION DECISION CODES WHICH INDICATE SPECIAL ADMIT STUDENTS WHO DO NOT MEET 
ADMISSION ST AND ARDS) 
1 2/29/97 ous 
* * projected return enrollment 
__ .. , .....  · �·�T 
· - ·- ·-
% 
rtn 
. 3 1 
.45 
. 3 9  
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Summary of First Round of Freshman Inqu iry Student Focus Group Interv iews , May 1 995 • 
(Ketcheson,  OIR) 
I 
J 
Summary of F irst Round o f  Focus Group I ntervi ews 
Freshman I nqu iry Students 
May 1 9 9 5  
Two focus group sess i on s  were held with Freshman I nqu iry 
students dur ing May 19 9 5 . With the help of David Morgan , S ch oo l  o f  
Urban and Publ i c  Affa irs f a cu lty and we l l -known expert on focu s  
group intervi ew techn ique s ,  we deve l oped an interview gu i d e  a n d  
procedure f o r  s e l ect ing students and conducting the group s . Us ing 
informat i on on enro l led students from Banner , we randomly s e l ected 
a group of students whom we c a l l ed and invited to attend the 
sess i ons . The students were given a $ 1 0  bookstore cert i f i cate f or 
their t ime . 
The students who attended the gr oup s repres ented four o f  the 
f ive Freshman Inqu iry themes and a range o f  ages and ethnic ity . An 
equa l number o f  men and women att ended the ses s i ons . The f ir s t  
group cons i sted o f  only f our students , wh i le s ix attende d  the 
s econd sess ion . Our goa l was to have between 6 and 8 students i n  
each group . We h ope t o  ho l d  two more s e s s i ons dur ing the summer . 
B e l ow is br ief overview o f  comments made during thes e  
ses s i ons . We wi l l  produce a more deta i l ed report af ter a l l  the 
ses s i ons have been comp l eted . I n  genera l :  
1 .  Students understood the purpose of Freshman Inqu iry and what 
they were supposed to a cc omp l ish in the course . However , they 
did have d i fficulty understand ing the purpose o f  some o f  the 
mater i a l  t aught in the ind ividua l c ourses . They l ik e d  the 
f ormat much better than the lecture and te st f ormat of the ir 
other c l a s ses , and l iked being ab l e  to comp lete their gener a l 
educati on requ irements with f ewer courses . They f e lt tha t  
Finq . provi ded them with a good transition from high s cho o l  t o  
c o l l ege . 
2 .  They remarked th at there wa s a substantial difference i n  the 
organi z ation of their c l asses and in the overa l l  atmo sphere o f  
Finq . from fa l l  t o  spr ing term . Most felt that the c l a s s e s  
had improved marked ly · by the end o f  the year . Some wer e  
dis couraged by the d i sorgani z at i on and uncertainty they 
exper ienced , but other remarked that they understood that they 
were invo lved in a new program that is sti l l  being deve l oped . 
3 .  Student s wanted feedba ck on the ir papers and a s s ignment s , 
rather than j ust a grade with no c omment s .  Some remarke d  th at 
they got good feedback from the i r  instructors , wh i l e  other s 
s a id they got grades but no helpfu l crit icism . Students from 
s ome s ect i ons said there wa s too much empha s i s  on wr it ing and 
not enough on science and math . However , they s a i d that the 
c omputer exper ience they ga ined wa s very va luab le to them , and 
f ound the practical sk i l l s  they learned in c l a s s , such as how 
to use the l ibrary and the wr it ing lab , more va luab le than the 
4 .  
5 .  
2 
theme top i c s . s ome felt that syl labi changed too much dur ing 
the term and that there wa s a great d e a l  of uncerta inty over 
due dates and expectat i ons for pro j e ct s . They wanted more 
structure in thi s  area . 
students enj oye d  having a l l  of the ir theme instructors in 
class at the s ame time , shar ing ideas and giving the ir 
perspect ive s . They enj oyed group d i s cus s i ons and the chance 
to debate t op i cs with the ir c l a s smates . H owever , some 
commented tha t  group proj ects were o ften frustrat ing because 
s ome group m embers did not do the i r  share of the work . They 
wou ld l ik e  to see more faculty interventi on in th i s  area , or 
a grading system in wh i ch a group and ind ividua l grade would ­
be given on a proj ect . 
students had d i f f i culty ba lanc ing the homework demands of 
the ir Finq . c la s s es with the ir other c l a s s es . There appeared 
to be a marked d i f ference between themes in the amount and 
type of homework assigned . Most stated that s ome themes are 
perce ived by students as being much harder than other s , and 
they wish there wa s more s imi l ar ity in c our s e  r equ irement s and 
expectat i ons across themes . 
6 .  students felt that their Peer Mentors p l ayed a n  important role 
as intermed iaries between students and f a cu lty . H owever , s ome 
student s f e lt the ir peer mentors were
'
not helpfu l  to them and 
f e lt more comf ortable deal ing with the f a cu lty dire ctly . 
7 . student s l iked knowing their profess ors by n ame and being ab l e  
to t a l k  inf orma l ly with them both in and o u t  o f  c l a s s . Some 
en j oyed being with the same group of students a l l  year , wh i l e  
others found i t  bor ing . 
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Observation of Two Freshman Inquiry Courses for One Term, Spr ing I 996 (Morgan, • 
Zenger, Grad in ,  Carter) · 
Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Observation of Two Freshman Inquiry Courses for One Term 
Name and title of person{s) directly responsible: 
Virginia Morgan and Amy Zenger, graduate students in English. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Sherrie Gradin, Associate Professor of English & Director of Writing, and Duncan 
Carter, Professor of English. 
Dates of the study: 
Spring term, 1 996 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
How well are instructors meeting the writing goals of the Freshman Inquiry program 
and how can this infonnation be best fed back to instructors. 
Assessment plan (e.g., timeline, sequence of steps, etc.): 
Two researchers, trained in the teaching of writing and the discipline of composition, 
observed classroom interaction and assignments for one full term in two sections. 
Methodologies employed: 
Nauralistic, ethnographic obseroation, coding obseroations by categories that matched 
he FRINQ goals (communications, critical thinking, diversity, social responsibility). 
Current status: 
Assessment has been completed and results compiled. 
Results to date (actual, tentative, anticipated): 
Both sections engaged students in "rich literary environments-mu ch writing, 
discussion, some reading, examination of graphs, statistics". Writing was linked to 
the reading in differing degrees. The majority of writing was focused on "writing to 
learn" rather than "learning to write", altlwugh one section did work through a multiple 
drafting/revision sequence on three essays. Peer critiques were used little or not at all. 
Public reports (made or anticipated): 
None at this time 
Freshman Inquiry Communications : Problems and Solutions ,  April 1 996 (Roland , Grad in) • 
· 1  
I 
I 
Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Freshman Inquiry Communications: Problems and Solutions. 
Name and title of person(s) directly responsible: 
Meg Roland, graduate student in English. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Sherrie Gradin, Associate Professor of English & Director of Writing. 
Dates of the study: 
April, 1 996. 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
Are there problems with University Studies 1 1 0  (Freshman Inquiry Communications); 
if so, how can they be corrected to improve course effectiveness. 
Methodologies employed: 
Researcher used informal interoiews, focus groups, and interviews with students. 
Current status: 
Assessment has been completed and results compiled. 
Results to date (actual, t�ntative, anticipated): 
Although this course was under-utilized, students unequivocally found it beneficial 
and enjoyable. The course would work better if it could articulate with Freshman 
Inquiry through the generic communications goals, rather than through each theme 
separately. 
Public reports (made or anticipated): 
None at this time 
Examination of General Education Document as Approved by the Facul ty Senate, May 1 996 • 
(Gradin) 
, .  
! 
Title/Study Exam ination of General Education Document as approved by the Faculty 
Senate Study conducted May 1 996 Study conducted by the English 
Departmenfs Writing Comm ittee 
Method: Analysis of d ocument compared, when appropriate, to what is actual ly 
happening. 
Rndings: 
• The document of Septem ber 1 993 indicates that each course through a l l  four 
years of the program will be expected to include a variety of writing.  We are 
pleased that our in itiaJ research suggests that there is a lot of writing taking place 
in Freshman Inquiry. However, we do not yet have evidence that this is the case 
for Sophomore Inquiry; we need further research at this level. Moreover, while 
we are seeing a great deal of writing in Freshman Inquiry it is almost entirely 
informal writing a nd writing to learn. Thus far we have seen l ittle formal writing 
or focus on learning to write. 
• The d ocument of October 1 993 suggests that further study of the Alvemo 
Col lege program would take p lace, with special attention to their successes a nd 
failures with comm unications across-the-curriculum. To the best of our 
knowledge, this h as not ta ken p lace. 
• The document of October 1 993 claims that students will write m ore a nd receive 
more directed feedback than is the case under (the then) current requirements. 
Our research (surveys and observations) suggests that this is not happening in 
most circumstances. I t  is clearly the case that students are not receiving more 
directed feedback than they were in traditiona l writing courses. (For instance, in 
the traditional writing course the student generally gets a m inim um of 6 sets of 
directed feedback per quarter.} 
• The document of October 1 993 c laims that faculty offering genera l education 
courses will be required to ·complete training on comm unication across-the­
curriculum which w il l  have writing as the central theme: Training for faculty in 
Novem ber 1 7, 1 997 3 
writing instruction has been spotty at best. There a re many faculty, especially at 
the sophom ore level, who have received no training. Moreover, the document 
states that there will be additional follow-up meetings a nd �orkshops. While we 
have offered our resources a nd a very reasonable budget for d oing so, follow­
up training has been virtually non-existent. 
U pd ate: Faculty had a day long workshop late summer 1 997. 
• The document of October 1 993 also claims that peer mentors at both freshma n  
a nd sophomore levels will receive tra ining a nd follow-up train ing . Training for 
mentors, at least training done by writing specialists, has been sporadic. During 
the summer training they were often pulled out. of writing workshops and into 
other activities. Follow-up training (again, at least by writing specialists) has 
also been virtually non-existent for mentors. A handful of Freshm a n  Inquiry 
mentors did participate in a reading and conference with Professors Grodin and 
Silver. 
U pdate: Grodin and ENG dept. GAs met with students in two inform a l  discussions on 
writing during Fall 1 997. 
• The document of October 1 993 states that ·guidelines will be developed outlining 
the expectations for communication experiences for courses at different levels 
of the program, similar to those which have been developed for writing intensive 
courses: To our knowledge, there are no guidelines currently i n  existence. 
• The October 1 993 document q uotes the Working Group as being committed to 
·exploring and implementing some reasonable means of assessing the writing 
proficiency of students near the end of their tenure at Portla nd State University, in 
order to assure that minimal standards of proficiency are being met through the 
general education program: We have not discovered a ny action taken toward 
this proficiency assessment. 
• The October 1 993 document proposes that students undergo writing placement 
prior- to beginning courses. The document further states that ·students who 
are identttied as being at risk will receive mandatory placement in WR 115 or WR 
121· While we have conducted placement during orientation for the past two 
years, we are still struggl ing to find budget allocation to accomm odate the 
numbers of sections needed to meet the needs of placement. Moreover, we are 
not assessing 200 or more students who do not attend orientation. N or has 
placement been manda'tory; indeed, the message from administration is that we 
will not conduct mandatory placement but will instead continue to recommend 
and advise students into sections. 
U pdate: We have created WR 1 99 Freshman Companion, a course intentionally 
intended to articulate with FRINQ through the communications goals. It is 
currently paid for through grant m oney secured by Chuck White and UNST. 
• The October 1993 document indicates that the Working Group intended to have 
writing faculty specifical ly assigned to the UNST program.  Speaking 
N ovember 17, 1 997 4 
particularly of transfer students they rec om mend the following: #we propose that 
some writing faculty be assigned to the program as 'writing consultants' to 
assist faculty teaching general  education courses in the identification of and 
appropriate placement of at-risk students. No writing consultants have been 
assigned to the U NST program. 
• The October 1 993 document d efines the sophomore courses as having a n  
additional structural component o f  the courses-·-specifically that t h e  Writing 
Center will be structured into part of the course experience. This includes: 
small group activities taking advantage of the resources at the Writing Center; 
working on at least some communication assignments with the a ssistance of the 
Writing Center; supplying the Writing Center with com munications assig nments; 
and having faculty work closely with the Writing Center as they d evelop courses. 
W hile we have a ccomplished some of this with the Freshman courses and 
faculty, this #structura l com pone�r has been virtually nonexistent with the 
sophomore faculty a nd c ourses. 
U pdate: The Writing Center has begun working with the 1 9th Century Studies Cluster 
• The October 1 993 document states that the Junior-Senior Courses will a lso be 
comm unication- intensive. Moreover, the document states as fact that the faculty 
teaching cluster courses "will have completed training in writing across­
the-cumculum and the expectation is that they will give frequent com munication 
assignments. Additionally, 'writing consultants' assigned to the program will 
assist in the development of the communication components of those 
courses. Assignments wil l continue to be provided to the Writing Center . . .  " Even 
though the junior courses begin in the fall of 1 996, there have been no attempts 
to ensure that these courses will be communication-intensive unless the Genera l 
Education committee has seen to this without input from us. We h ave not l inked 
writing consultants to these courses. Few of those teaching these courses have 
not received training in writing across-the-curriculum. 
N ovem ber 1 7, 1 997 5 
Freshman Inquiry Goals Inventory Project, 1 996-97, 1 997-98 (Reyno lds,  Ketcheson, Toth) • 
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Freshman Goals Inventory 
The Freshman Goals Inventory was developed by Freshman Inquiry faculty . 
to help them assess characteristics of their students' academic and community 
experiences early in Fal l Term, and again at the end of the year. OIRP assists with 
the tabulation and analyses of these data. Students keep copies of their responses 
in their class portfolios, and are abJe to gauge their self-assessed development in 
the areas measured by the Inventory. 
Attached is the frequency d istribution for the pre- and posttests of the 1 996-
97 administration of the Inventory. For most items, students reported gains both in 
the frequency with which they engaged in the activities, and in how confident they 
felt in doing them. Faculty and students use this information in refining and 
developing course assignments and student learning goals. The instrument was 
administered again during Fall 1 997; results wil l  be delivered to faculty and students 
during Winter Term. 
PORTLAN D STATE U NIVERSITY 
FRESHMAN INQUIRY GOALS ASSESSMENT 
ategory 
uestion 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS 
1 I have written papers using a writing process that 
follows a series of steps, such as narrowing, prewriting, 
drafting and revision 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
1) Never 1 )  Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3 )  Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 
2 I have written academic essays, such as analyses, 
critiques. or research papers. 
OFTEN 
1) Never 
2) Seldom 
3) Often 
4) Very Often 
CONFIDENT 
1) Not at all 
2) Slightly 
3) Quite 
4) Extremely 
3 I have done creative writing, such as poetry, drama, 
or short stories. . 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
1) Never 1) Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3) Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 
4 I have completed visual artistic projects, such as 
drawing, painting, computer graphics, architecture, 
or set design. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
I) Never I) Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3) Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4 j Extremely 
S I have completed projects that included graphical 
presentations, such as charts, diagrams, maps, or 
computer graphics. 
OITEN CONFIDENT 
1) Never 1) Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3) Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
1 997 
HO 
Pretest 
# o/o Mean # % 
788 lfil! 
788 100.00 2.90 379 100.00 3.03 
14 1 .78 12 3 . 17  
229 29.06 77 20.32 
365 46.32 178 46.97 
180 22.84 1 12 29.55 
786 100.00 2.74 378 100.00 3 .05 
38 4.83 8 2. 12  
262 33.33 74 19.58 
350 44.53 188 49.74 
136 17.30 108 28.57 
784 100.00 2.15 378 100.00 2.41 
42 S.36 49 12.96 
298 38.01 172 4S.SO 
258 32.91 1 1 1  29.37 
186 23.72 46 12. 1 7  
786 100.00 2.46 376 2.54 
142 18.07 42 1 1 . 1 7  
300 38. 17 157 4 1 .76 
186 23.66 1 1 1  29.52 
158 20. 10 66 17.55 
782 100.00 2.43 375 100.00 2.70 
73 9.34 23 6 . 13  
374 47.83 1 3 1  34.93 
258 32.99 1S8 42. 13 
77 9.85 63 16.80 
# o/o Mean # % Mean 
784 ill 
784 100.00 2.69 377 100.00 2.96 
29 3 .70 8 2. 12 
280 35.7 1 83 22.02 
379 48.34 202 SJ.SS 
96 12.24 84 22.28 
784 100.00 2.54 376 100.00 2.92 
65 8.29 1 1  2.93 
3 10 39.54 84 22.34 
327 4 1 .7 1 206 54.79 
82 10.46 15 19.95 
780 100.00 2.62 376 100.00 2.72 
96 1 2.3 1 40 10.64 
277 JS.S I 1 10 29.26 
235 30. 13  141  37.50 
172 22.0S 85 22.6 1 
781 100.00 2.46 374 100.00 2.77 
176 22.54 35 9.36 
233 29.83 1 19 3 1 .82 
206 26.38 1 19 3 1 .82 
166 2 1 .25 10 1 27.0 1 
777 100.00 2.53 367 100.00 2.84 
88 1 1 .33 24 6.54 
299 38.48 96 26. 1 6  
277 3S,6S 163 44.4 1 
1 13 14.54 84 22.89 
·�;c -............M�-·' 
Category HOW OFTEN HAVE YOU DONE THIS? HOW CONFIDENT ARE YOU IN DOING TH IS? 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 
uestion # % Mean # % Mean # o/o Mean # % Mean 
6 I have given oral presentations, such as speeches, 
oral reports, or group projects. 
376 100.00 2.76 OFTEN CONFIDENT 787 100.00 2.80 379 100.00 3 .02 782 100.00 2.SO 
I) Never 1) Not at all 24 3.0S s 1 .32 120 15.35 29 7.71 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 268 34.05 79 20.84· 281 35.93 120 3 1 .91 
3) Often 3) Quite 340 43.20 197 ' Sl .98 2SS 32.61 139 36.97 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely lSS 19.70 98 25.86 126 16. 1 1  88 23.40 
7 I have used math in projects, such as gathering and 
analyzing data, or creating graphs, charts, or tables. 
2.66 OFTEN CONFIDENT 788 100.00 2.42 379 100.00 2.33 783 100.00 2.48 372 100.00 
I) Never 1 )  Not at all 1S 9.S2 SS 15.30 109 13 .92 48 12.90 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 387 49. 1 1  174 45.9 1 295 37.68 102 27.42 
3) Often 3) Quite 249 3 1.60 1 13 29.82 273 34.87 152 40.86 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 77 9.77 34 8.97 106 13.54 70 1 8 .82 
8 I have participated in some fonn ofperfonning arts, 
such as music, dance, or drama. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 783 100.00 2.32 377 100.00 1 .95 778 100.00 2.34 369 100.00 2.33 
1 )  Never I )  Not at all 218 27.84 155 4 1. 1 1  242 3 1 . 1 1  l04 28. 18 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 266 33 .97 129 34.22 195 25.06 109 29.54 
3) Often 3) Quite 1 28 . 16.35 so 13.26 . 175 22.49 88 23.85 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 171  2 1 .84 43 1 1 .41 . 166 2 1 .34 68 1 8.43 
9 I have experience in analyzing and critiquing forms 
of artistic expression. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 784 100.00 2 .05 376 100.00 2.30 779 100.00 2.07 366 100.00 2.46 
1) Never I) Not at all 248 3 1 .63 78 20.74 247 3 1 .7 1 63 17.2 1 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 3 18 40.56 152 40.43 29S 37.87 127 34.70 
3) Often 3) Quite ISO 19. 13 102 27. 13  173 22.21 1 1 9  32 .S I 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 68 8.67 44 1 1 .70 64 8.22 57 15.57 
1 O I have used a variety of research resources, such as 
libraries, museums, and the Internet. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 785 100.00 2.95 375 100.00 3.40 775 100.00 2.95 373 100.00 3.28 
I )  Never I) Not at all 19 2.42 4 1 .07 3 1  4.00 2 0 .54 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 219  27.90 37 9.87 23 1 29.8 1 47 12.60 
3) Often 3) Quite 332 42.29 14 1  37.60 336 43.35 170 4S .S8 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 215 27.39 193 S l .47 177 22.84 154 4 1 .29 
1 1  I have used computer programs and applications. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 784 100.00 2.92 379 100.00 3.40 . 782 100.00 2.73 375 100.00 3. 1 8  
1)  Never I )  Not at all SS 7.02 3 0.79 92 1 1.76 9 2 .40 2) Seldom 2) Slightly 220 28.06 4 1  10.82 223 28.S2 67 17.87 
3) Often 3) Quite 240 30.61 135 35.62 273 34.91  1 48 39.47 
4) Very Often 4) .Extremely 269 34.3 1 200 52.77 194 24.8 1 1 5 1 40.27 
Caiegol")' 
uestion 
1 2  In my school assignments, I have had to question 
assumptions, statements, or conventional wisdom. 
OFTEN 
1)  Never 
2) Seldom 
3) Often 
4) Very Often 
CONFIDENT 
1) Not at all 
2) Slightly 
3) Quite 
4) Extremely 
1 3  I have participated in school work that required me 
to be self .. motivated. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
1) Never 1) Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3 )  Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 
1 4  I have participated in school work or community 
activities involving people who are different from me, 
or who come from groups who are different from my own. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
1) Never 1) Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3) Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely · 
1 5  I have made individual choice that required me to 
understand the impact of those choices on society. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
1 )  Never I )  Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3) Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 
16  I have participated in some form of community service, · 
such as volunteer work, church activities, or tutoring. 
OFTEN CONFIDENT 
1) Never 1) Not at all 
2) Seldom 2) Slightly 
3) Often 3) Quite 
4) Very Often 4) Extremely 
HOW OFfEN HAVE YOU DONE THIS? 
Pretest Posttest 
# % Mean # % Mean 
78S 100.00 2.67 378 100.00 2.94 
42 S.35 12 3 . 17 
292 37.20 88 23.28 
332 42.29 190 S0.26' 
1 19 15. 16 88 23.28 
782 100.00 3 . 15 379 100.00 3.3 1 
16 2.05 8 2. 1 1  
1 16 14.83 35 9.23 
384 49. 10 169 44.59 
266 34.02 167 44.06 
787 100.00 2.98 379 100.00 3 .02 
36 4 .57 2 1  S.54 
19S 24.78 76 20.05 
304 38.63 1 58 4 1 .69 
2S2 32.02 124 3 2.72 
786 100.00 2.83 378 100.00 2.87 
36 4.S8 14 3.70 
250 3 1 .8 1 104 27.S l  
3 14 39.95 177 46.83 
186 23 .66 83 2 1.96 
787 100.00 2.66 378 100.00 2.56 
101 12.83 67 17.72 
264 33.55 123 32.54 
226 28.72 98 25.93 
196 24 .90 90 23 .8 1 
HOW CONFIDENT ARE YOU IN DOING THIS? 
Pretest Posttest 
# ·  % Mean # •/o Mean 
778 100.00 2.63 315 100.00 2.93 
67 8.61 1 2 3 .20 
276 35.48 88 23.47 
3 16 40.62 191  S0.93 
1 19 15.30 84 22.40 
777 100.00 2.92 376 100 .00 3 .0 1  
33 4.25 1 2  3 . 1 9  
182 23 .42 77 20 .48 
376 48.39 1 8 1  48. 14 
186 23 .94 106 28. 1 9  
780 100.00 3 . 14 376 100.00 3 . lS 
26 3.33 14 3.72 
14 1 18.08 54 14 .36 
3 10 39.74 170 4S.2 l 
303 38.85 138 36.70 
78 1 100.00 2.88 374 100.00 3 .02 
40 S. 12 ' 9 2.4 1 
2 1 5  27.53 75 20.0S 
329 42 . 13 191  5 1 .07 
197 25.22 99 26.47 
783 100.00 3 .02 373 100.00 3.05 
66 8.43 29 7 .77 
132 16.86 64 17. 16 
302 3 8.57 139 37.27 
283 36. 14 14 1 37.80 
Tracking Writing Placement of Incoming Students , 1 996-97 , 1 997-98 (Grad in) • 
Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Tracking Writing Placement of Incoming Students. 
Name and title of person(s) directly responsible: 
Sherrie Gradin, Associate Professor of English & Director of Writing. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Persons in the Office of Institutional Research 
Dates of the study: 
1 996-97 and 1997-98. 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
Which students take the uniting placement test, do those who do and are assigned 
recommended courses actually register and complete them, and what are their 
grades in Freshman Inquiry and their other freshman courses. 
Methodologies employed: 
Data is collected through student records, analysis is conducted using data collected 
through DIR. 
Current status: 
Data from both yea!s is currently still being analyzed. 
Results to date (actual, tentative, anticipated): 
Preliminary analysis of data for 1997-98 indicates 60 incoming freshmen did not take 
the writing placement test; 75 incoming Freshman who took the test did not take the 
courses that were subsequently recommended or chose alternative courses. 
Public reports (made or anticipated): 
None at this time 
Impact of Freshman Inqu iry Teach ing on Subsequent Faculty Teaching Styles 1 996-97, • 
1 997-98 (Driscol l ,  Toth , Patto n ,  Reece, Rennie-Hill) 
l 
l l 
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Assessment Report 
Title of the Study: 
Influence of Freshman inquiry Teaching Experience on Subsequent Faculty Teaching 
Styles. 
Names and titles of person(s) directly responsible: 
Michael A. Toth, Professor of Sociology & Director for Assessment and Program Sup­
port, University Studies, and Amy Driscoll, Professor of Education & Director of 
Community-University Partnerships, Centerfor Academic Excellence. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Judy Patton, Professor of Dance and University Studies; Leslie Rennie-Hill, Associate 
Professor of University Studies & Director of Mentor Programs; Shelley Reece, 
Professor of English & Chair of the Department of English. 
Dates of study: 
Phase One: June 1 996 through January 1 998; Phase Two, September 1997 through Sep­
tember 1 998. 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
Haw has teachingfor two years in Freshman Inquiry (a year-long, interdisciplinary, 
team-taught, student-centered course) influenced faculty's the philosophy and practice of 
teaching for participating faculty both during and subsequent to the experience ? 
Methodologies employed: 
Extended focused interviews and completion of teaching style survey instruments of the 
first eleven faculty to return to their regular activities immediately following their 
completion of two years of teaching in Freshman Inquiry (phase one, summer 1 996) with 
comparable interviews and instruments repeated one year later (phase two, fall 1 997). 
Current Status: 
The first set of interviews have been transcribed and read by all participants of the study; 
thematic patterns and critical incidents have been identified; first full summaries are in 
the process of being completed. 
Results (actual, tentative, anticipated): 
The intervier.vs have revealed four basic themes characterizing the faculty experience: 
(1) A shift in the meaning of student-centered learning from one that ·was defined as 
"caring and responsive" to one that was conceptualized as "understanding students 
as a key source of the curriculum". Faculty began to use students' questions, issues, 
and ideas to direct and structure classes in an ongoing fashion . .  Jn describing their 
teaching struggles individual faculty recurrently asked (of themselves, colleagues, men­
tors, and students themselves) "Why aren't the students getting it?"  Continually 
changing responses to this question provided critical insights and direction to subse­
quent insh·uctional decisions. 
(2) Pre-FRINQ teaching ·was characteristically described as focused on the delivery of 
content (a #banking" model of instruction), while increasingly during their FRINQ ex­
perience all faculty increasingly experimented with an instructional approach character­
ized by open exploration and inquiry (a #constructionist" pedagogy) . This was also re-
flected in a conscientious awareness of the need to master new pedagogical strategies for 
dealing with student response to complex and integrated interdisciplinary knowledge. 
(3) Faculty reported significant reassessments of their personal satisfactions in teaching; 
all expressed a shift in their emphasis from extrinsic to intrinsic rewards, in particular 
those associated with a sense of community. This was accompanied by an increase in 
self-reflection, a willingness to engage in more risk taking in the classroom and an in 
creased awareness of students as distinct individuals. Many faculty substantially re­
framed their own personal philosophies of education; many described teaching in 
FRINQ as the kind of work they had envisioned at the beginning of their careers; many 
described it as the most satisfying collegial experience of their career; all commented on 
how difficult it was; all relished a desire to do it again. 
( 4) On returning to teaching in their home departments, faculty experienced various 
kinds of dissonance in relation to previously comfortable practices (e.g., teaching large 
impersonal classes; relying principally on lecturing) . They introduced into their 
regular classes a number of innovations, discoveries, and enthusiasms generated out of 
their FRJNQ experiences (e.g., utilizing group activities, attending to more personal 
dimensions of the student experience, focusing on meta-level goals), but they also en­
countered various forms of institutionalized resistance in the process . .  
Public Reports (made or anticipated): 
Panel titled "Faculty Reflections on Student Learning: Influences of an Alternative In­
structional Paradigm" accepted for presentation at the AAHE National Conference on 
Higher Education, March 1 998. 
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Writing in University Studies :  Improving Writing Instruct ion in Sophomore Inquiry • 
Courses , Spring and Summer 1 997 (W i nter-Lewis ,  Gradin,  DiJlon) 
. l 
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Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Writing in University Studies: Improving Writing Instruction in Sophomore Inquiry 
and Cluster Courses. 
Name and title of person( s) directly responsible: 
Barbara Winter-Lewis, graduate student in English. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Sherrie Gradin, Associate Professor of English & Director of Writing, and Tracy 
Dillon, Assistant Professor of English & Director of Professional Writing. 
Dates of the study: 
Spring and summer, 1 997. 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
In what ways could the Writing Team be useful in providing the support that 
instructors in Sophomore Inquiry and Cluster courses need and want. 
Methodologies employed: 
Researcher used multiple-choice suroey instruments and follaw-up interoiews with 
participating faculty. 
Current status: . 
Assessment has been completed and results compiled. 
Results to date (actual, tentative, anticipated): 
The goal of writing in these courses was addressed by assigning written papers and 
directing students to the Writing Center; the instructors did not address problems with 
student writing, citing lack of time or skills; most writing work fell to uuntrained"gra­
duate mentors. Faculty indicated some willingness to learn needed writing assessment 
skills provided that doing so would be relatively painless and require little time, refering 
for someone else, e.g., a writing specialist or trained graduate assistant to be responsible 
for the development of effective written communication skills in of their students. 
Public reports (made or anticipated): 
None at this time 
Developing Independent Learning in Freshman Inquiry Classes , 1 997-98 (O'Hal loran) • 
I . J  
Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Developing Independent Learning in Freshman Inquiry Classes. 
Name and title of person(s) directly responsible: 
Joyce O'Halloran, Professor of Mathematical Science. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Devorah Lieberman, Professor of Speech Communication & Director of Teaching 
and Learning Excellence, Center for Academic Excellence. 
Dates of the study: 
Sept. 30, 199 7  to June 15, 1998. 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
Students ' perception of student-teacher roles 
Assessment plan (e.g. , timeline, sequence of steps, etc.):  
Early October: videotaping of two class sessions: one on student-teacher roles and 
one on a class discussion ofGatto 's essay "The Seven-Lesson Schoolteacher" Mid­
October and November: Four writing assignments based on assigned readings about 
education reform; some class discussion on readings. Winter & Spring quarters: Class 
discussions working toward students designing the class; possibly more wr.iting 
assignments. End o.f Spring quarter: Repeat o.ffirst class session where students list 
student-teacher roles. 
Methodologies employed : 
Data collection: Videotapes of class sessions, samples of student writing 
Analysis: comparison of later writing with earlier writing and later 
class discussions with earlier class discussions. 
Current status : 
Completed all winter quarter plans except for some class discussions 
Results to d ate (actual, tentative, anticipated) :  
The "baseline " class exercise went as anticipated: Students presented traditional 
concepts o.f student-teacher roles. Their reaction to the.first reading was quite contrary 
to my expectations--they thought Gatto was just talking about "what is & how it has to 
be in order to work. " Jn later writing, I'm seeing more of what I anticipated-some 
understanding of the consequences of traditional education. We're still a long way from 
independent learning!! 
Public repo rts (made o r  anticipated):  
None at this time 
Using Rol e  Identification to Assess the Impact of the Freshman Inqu i ry Program on First • 
Year Students , 1 997- 1 998 (Col l ier , Morgan , Ketcheson, Brenner) 
I 
Assessment Report 
Title of the Study: 
Using Role Identification to Assess the Impact of the Freshman Inquiry Program on First 
Year Students at Portland State University. 
Names and titles of person(s) directly responsible: 
Peter J. Collier, Assistant Professor of Sociology. 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
David Morgan, Professor of Urban Studies; Kathi Ketcheson, Acting Director, Office of 
Institutional Research; Wesl�y Brenner, Manager of Academic Computing Services. 
Dates of study: 
July 1997 to June 1998. 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
1) How successful is the Freshman Inquiry program at promoting a specific role con­
ception of a PSV student that corresponds to the goals of the University Studies pro­
gram; 2) How success.fol is the Freshman Inquiry program at promoting student identifi­
cation with the generalized role of PSU student; 3) Which key demographic variables 
(age, gender, race, social class, major, academic scores) a.ffect the likelihood of stu­
dents ' internalizing the new role conception promoted by Freshman Inquiry? 
Methodologies employed : 
Two focus groups of Freshman Inquiry students and pre- and post-Freshman Inquiry 
course participation responses to two instroments: Callero 's Role-Identity Measure and 
the Schematicity Measure. 
Current Status: 
Preliminary stages: 1) proposal.for Capstone training students to be focus group 
facilitators in the process o_f being approved; 2) 1997-98 Faculty Development Grant 
proposal in.final revision pending announcement of call.for proposals; 3) data on 
longitudinal role-identity measures currently being gathered on six current Capstone 
courses in order to refine items. 
Results (actual, tentative, anticipated):  
Anticipate results should demonstrate the degree of e.ffectiveness o.f the Freshman 
Inquiry program in getting.first-year students to identify with a conception of a PSU 
student which is based on the goals of University Studies. The expectation is that 
measures will be the most predictive, with lesser e.ffects associate with social class, 
age, and race. 
Public Reports (made or anti cipated): 
None to date. Data.from this research will be  used to pursue more significant funding 
for a more extensive study of the effects of participating in University Studies over the 
students ' entire undergraduate experience. 
Freshman Inquiry Portfol io Gu idel i nes P roject , 1 997-98 (Patton) • 
: [  
Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Frinq Portfolio Assessment Project 
Name and Title of person(s) directly responsible: 
Judy Patton, Professor of University Studies, Frinq Council Coordinator 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Tony Wolk, Professor of English 
Monica Halka, Assistant Professor of Physics, 
Sherrie Gradin, Associate Professor and Director of Writing 
Marcia Silver, Assistant Professor of English 
Leslie Rennie-Hill, Assistant Professor of University Studies 
Richard Beyler, Assistant Professor of History 
Greg Jacob, Assistant Professor of English 
Candyce Reynolds, Assistant Director of Counseling and Psychological Services 
Paul Latiolais, Professor of Mathematics 
Dates of the Study: 
Phase I, June 1 997 to September 1 997 
Phase II, January 1 998 to S eptember 1 998 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
Phase I: 
What can we tell from portfolios about student work in relation to Unst goals? 
Are some of the goals likely to be better assessment in ways other than portfolio 
assessment? 
What would a program wide portfolio assignment look like for use in Frinq? 
Phase II: 
Are there certain assignments or work that needs to be given and done in regard to 
each goal in every Frinq class? What are they? 
What does student work look like that would satisfy each Frinq goal? 
What would be acceptable as progress towards the goals for a Frinq student at the 
end of the year? 
Assessment plan: 
A faculty group spent the summer of 1 997 collecting, studying and discussing samples of 
Frinq, year-long portfolios. This group attempted to discern how best to use portfolios as 
program assessment as well as a way for faculty to evaluate students taking the courses. 
While most faculty were using portfolios as a way to evaluate student work, no common 
assignment had been asked of the faculty across the themes . The Portfolio Group met 
throughout the summer and presented their recommendation for a common Frinq portfolio 
assignment for spring 1 998. At present the assignment is under consideration by all teams 
and a version of it will be adopted during winter term 1 998 . The faculty are aware that 
there will be a common assignment and that work towards that objective needed to be done 
throughout the year. (For draft proposal , see attached.)  
Methodologies employed: 
Phase I: Portfolios were selected by faculty who assigned year long portfolios,  two 
at a high standard; one mid-range, one low. The portfolios were read by the faculty 
working group. Discussion and comparisons followed. Student work from 
Writing 1 2 1  and 323 were used for comparison.  
Current status: 
Phase II: An all-Frinq spring portfolio assignment is under consideration by Frinq 
faculty to be implemented this spring. Plans for .reading and assessing the spring 
year-long portfolios will be designed during Winter term 1 998 . 
Results to date: 
Faculty found it difficult to compare, with any confidence, portfolios which had no 
common assignments or framework. However, faculty could see level of thinking 
in certain assignments and level of writing in relation to the assignment. Depending 
on the assignment faculty could see expressions of graphicacy, numeracy and 
diversity. Faculty expressed a desire to know more clearly what were the 
expectations for each goal. Ways to document goals that do not utilize writing were 
discussed as possibilities to try in the all Frinq assignment. Great concern was 
expressed that the next year' s assignment maintain faculty and student creativity , 
flexibility and input. 
Public reports : 
Representatives of the working group reported their experience and findings at the 
Fall 1 997 gathering of the U nst faculty . Results of the Spring 1 998 work will be 
reported at the same meeting, Fall 1 998 . There is a potential for presenting this 
work at national conferences . 
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UNST Portfolio Project 
This summer a group of us met to look at the portfolios that were available from Frinq . 
Our goal was to begin to try to see where we are and what we need in order to proceed in 
our commitment to use portfolios to do programmatic assessment. 
The committee would like the faculty to consider adopting the following parameters for the 
spring term portfolios this year. 
1 .  A graphically designed cover 
2. A brief annotated table of contents 
3 .  A reflective piece 
students articulate how they have experienced their learning and give a rationale for 
why they think the items in the portfolio demonstrate that learning. 
4. Evidence of progress in the UNST goals 
5. A "wild card section." Students and/or can decide what to put in this section that 
demonstrates a learning goal of their own or work that they think is significant. 
The reflective piece should include their thinking on this section as well. 
Things we need to decide: 
1 .  Are we to specify certain items for each UNST objective that need to be included? 
Arguments for? Against? 
[The committee found it difficult to balance the desire to keep creativity and flexibility in the 
portfolios while still being able to use them for programmatic needs. It was impossible to 
use this year's lot due to the variation (comparing apples and oranges). Can we specify 
some items and allow faculty and students to decide things over and above the minimum? 
Are there other ways to deal with this?] 
2. If we do adopt specific items to include, what are they? What do we need to show a 
competencies in Communication, Critical Thinking, Social Responsibility and 
Ethics, Diversity, Technology? 
3. What are we looking for in terms of programmatic assessment? 
4. Who is going to read these portfolios for programmatic assessment? 
5 .  Have we missed anything? 
Nqte: I typed this document from our last meeting's notes. My committee has not had time 
to review it. My apologies to committee members if things do not jibe with what you 
thought we had discussed, and please speak up today. 
We will learn something new each time we try something, and I fully expect this work to 
change and develop as we gain in our understanding. 
Freshman Inquiry Numeracy Guidel ines Project , 1 997-98 (Balshem) • 
Assessment Report 
Title of Study: 
Defining Frinq Numeracy 
i Name and Title of person(s) directly responsible: 
. . . J Martha B alshem, Associate Professor of University Studies 
Names and titles of other person(s) involved: 
Judy Patton ,  Professor of University Studies, Frinq Council Coordinator 
Paul Latiolais, Professor of Mathematics 
Dates of the Study: 
June 1 997 to June 1 998 
Primary assessment question(s) addressed: 
What do we mean by "numeracy" in Frinq? 
Assessment plan : 
Although numeracy is goal of the program, no comprehensive definition of what was 
meant by numeracy has been sett]ed. During the summer 1 997 the numeracy group 
solicited examples from all Frinq facu1ty showing what they were doing in their attempt to 
satisfy the numeracy objective. In this way we would have a means for pu1ling out what 
was common , what was possible and what faculty were actua11y doing. 
Current status: 
The group crafted a numeracy objective. Currently, teams have taken the recommendations 
under consideration and will adopt a version this winter. The group wil1 then compile a 
faculty resource library to aid in the implementation of the numeracy objective in the 
classroom .  (For draft proposal, see attached.) 
Results to date: 
Faculty and students in Frinq agree that the clearer the objectives and the standards are to 
which we will be held accountable, the easier it will be to reach those goals. The 
vagueness of some of the objectives results in faculty over working in some areas and 
under in others. To that effect we are moving to a clarification of each objective and to the 
creation of examples of the level of work expected for each. The numeracy definition 
project is an example of that work of clarification. We believe that this approach will serve 
both the program and the university by resulting in measurable end of year assessments for 
Frinq with relation to each goal . 
Public reports: 
Representatives of the working group reported their resultant definition at the Fall 1 997 
gathering of the Unst faculty. Future work in this project will also be reported to the Unst 
faculty, staff and university community at large. 
Numeracy Goals for Freshman Inquiry (Working Paper, 9 -14 -97) 
1 .  Students should be able to give non-technical definitions o f  the following tenns. and interpret them 
correctly in simple contexts : populations and parameters, samples -and statistics , probability, statistical 
significance, and validity and reliability. For instance, for the term "statistical significance" , one major 
goal (if not the major goal) would be for students to display the understanding that statistical 
significance is not the same thing as significance in the material world. 
2 .  
Resources: The book Seeing Through Statistics discusses these terms in non-technical language . 
Students should be able to give non-technical definitions of the most common measures of central 
te.ndency and variability- -mean, median, mode, standard deviation, variance, range-- and understand 
them in simple contexts . These terms can be taught without reference to the fommlas. 
Resources: Devorah has a lesson on most of this that she has taught suc.cess fully in a number o f  
Freshman Inquiry classro oms . .  
Students should be- able t o  write a basic description o f  the steps o f  a study, including reference to 
· problem definition, study design, data collection, data management and entry, data analysis. and the 
formation of conclusions. Instructors could present this material in lecture or discussion format, o r  it 
could be covered as the class goes through the ste.ps of an actual study. Students should display an 
understanding o f  the mo st b asic realities of most research environments (for instance, that most 
researchers are handed their problems, that it is common for researchers to do se. condary analysis o f  
someone e-lse's data, and that funding plays an all-important role). 
Resources: Talks by local researchen are great for th.is. We could make a vidt'o ,  available to  us all, 
featuring inte1views with faculty researchers and researchers in local agencies . 
-t Students should be able to (a) use Excel to produce appropriate graphics to present data, and (b) 
interpret simple graphics o f  the type found in newspap er reports and lower-division college texts. 
Experience shows that for many, if not most, students, it takes a number o f  interatiom before they ru e  
producing appropriate graphics. Teaching students to use Excel is not a one -shot deal. [Question :  For 
this goal, do we want to specify a list of graphics they should learn ("including but not limited to pie 
charts , . . .  ")? ] 
Resources: We probably have lots of good resources on teaching Excel. Many o f  the imtrnGtors l rnv\! 
designed materials for this--we should collect them. 
)_  Students should work hands-on with at least one data set, including, at  a minimum, looking a t  ra w  data, 
producing descriptive statistics, producing appropriate graphics using Excel, and dropping these graphics 
into a do cument that disctm:es the data. Some instructors might have their student� do more . like datti 
l�ollection or data entry. 
Resources : One idea here is to do an early class swvey- - mch a swvey could serve multiple purposes,  
with s ome questions designed to collect data that could then be m:ed in class assignments. This type  o f  
project is describ e d  in Seeing Through StatJ"stfrs , and some Freshman Inquiry instructors have done it. 
Student s �houl d participate in class discussions of research ethics. These discmsions should cover the 
following t opics: informed consent, c onfidentiality, credit and authorship . plagiarism, and dishonc�t u :: e �  
o f  statistics. { This list is under construction. ] 
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Five Year Classroom Observation Research Project, 1 996-200 1 (Jessen , Ramette, Balshem) • 
D ATE : 
TO : 
FROM : 
Title of Study 
N ovember l 8 ,  1 997 
M ichael T ot h  
Robbie Jessen 
Cheryl Ramette 
Classroom Observational Research 
Names of p rim ary persons involved : 
Cheryl Ramette, Curriculum Analyst 
Roberta Jessen, Assessment Specialist 
Others directly involved : 
Martha B alshem, Associate Professor 
Judy Patton, Professor 
Begi nning and ending dates : 
Initial assessment began with two years of classroom observation by Cheryl Ramette in the 
Science and Liberal Arts Curriculum from 1 994- 1 996. Cheryl and Robbie piloted Classroom 
Observational Research (COR) in the summer of 1 996 with the Freshman Inquiry "City Life" 
theme. 
This is a five year plan of assessment, beginning Fall of 1 996, including but not limited to� 
classroom observation in General Education classes, Freshman Inquiry, Sophomore Inquiry, 
Junior Course Clusters, Senior Capstones� structured interviews with faculty, mentors and 
students: following a sample of students  from the 1 996 Freshman Inquiry class throughout their 
PSU experience: and integrating assessment findings throughout the General Education Program. 
Assessment Plan 
The overall questions we have been considering in this research are : How is the University Studies' 
Program accomplishing the goals set forth for General Education? How is  learning attained 
through General Education course work carried forward throughout and beyond the student ' s  
experience a t  PSU? How are faculty and students impacted b y  this program? 
The General E ducation goals are to help students develop practices for becoming life-long 
learners by developing their ability to communicate freely and effectively, understand and use the 
col laborat ive process in learning, think criti cally by questioning , challenge assumptions using 
evidence t o  back claims, and understand and appreciate the range and diversity of the human 
experience and our social ethical  responsibilit ies as cit izens. Through recording the classroom 
dialogu e and observing the cl ass dynamics we are l istening and looking for indicato rs o f  students'  
growth and development related to these goals.  Recent ly, we have begun to direct our  att ent ion 
t o  ' break throughs" i n  the classroom-those times when students move beyond thei r previous 
l imit at ions . 
Our classroom research includes interviews with students  and faculty in order to authenticate and 
check our observat ions, and to ensure that students feel they have a "voice" in their education.  
We meet regularly with faculty whose classes we are observing in order to help them use the 
information to make adjustments mid-term, and over time, which will result in the improvement of 
teaching and learning, and to identify what distinguishes a classroo m  where students who may 
otherwise be disengaged in learning are instead participatory, involved and inspired. Through 
several years of research we have now captured and documented a wealth of examples of the 
above which illustrate that the practice of teaching and learning is a continuous developing 
process for the teacher and for the students. 
The method used for this study is  participative classroom research. Observers attend classes, 
mentor sessions and faculty meetings of Freshman Inquiry themes. The intention of this type of 
research is to provide a model for reflective practices which will enrich opportunities for learning 
as well as record the learning process as it occurs throughout the course. Classroom practices 
will be documented as they happen, and how they impact students and faculty will be recorded. 
This assessment plan also includes focused group interviews with Freshman Inquiry students at 
P SU, Westview and Grant high school o ver a two year period beginning in 1 995 . 
We are holding interviews with Soph<?more Inquiry faculty and will continue to interview faculty 
involved in Junior Course Clusters and Capstone courses. 
Classroom Observational Research is  based on a number of theoretical models of student learning. 
Our focus has been on cognitive and ethical development, the acquisition of critical thinking skills, 
and the relationship between learning and community. Theoretical frameworks and ongoing 
research references include authors such as William Perry, Marcia Baxter-Magolda, Mary Rowe, 
Will iam Wittrock, Diana Halpern, Alison King, David Bearison and Steven Brookfield . 
Curren t  status of the study 
We address the General Education goals through asking:  How does the integration of the day to ' 
day classroom, experienced in tandem with outside of class assignments, work to give students 
pract ice in these goals? Key points of focus now are : 
• Pract ice in particular 
• How assumptions and expectations influence learning 
• Talk ing about program goa ls (meta-comment s) 
• Escape of the traditional classroom mode 
• W hat brings students out 
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• I nfl uence o f  physical environment 
• Process of learning 
• Group process 
• Exp l i cit assignments 
• Repeating key points 
• Becoming a reflective student 
• Learning through speaking, formaHy and informally 
• Breakthroughs 
• Everything takes longer than you think 
Attending a sample of Freshman Inquiry. classes from all themes. Beginning Winter term, 1 998 .  
Continuation of the evaluation and compilation of Focus Group material from Spring 1 997 .  
Preliminary results follow. 
Results to date 
• Reports have been written for Chuck White and the City Life faculty following the 
Summer term of 1 996. Reports for Einstein team of faculty and mentors for Fall, 1 996 and 
Winter, 1 997. 
• Focused group interviews with approximately 1 30 Freshman Inquiry students were held in  
Spring of 1 997.  Some abbreviated results and quotes are as follows : 
• Most students who choose their Freshman Inquiry theme, do so based on information 
during the student Freshman Orientation experience. They make their decisions after 
listening to various instructors speak, as well as what their friends advise them. Few 
students choose their theme based on their major field of intended study. 
• Students in general feel that the Gen. Ed.  Program is a good program. Most like the idea 
of being able to take care of a variety of Gen . Ed. Requirements in one course. Students 
greatly appreciate the work and caring of the faculty and the mentors . They comment 
about their commitment to faculty when they see that faculty and mentors care about their 
learning. and value their presence in the classroom. 
• Students express some concern as to whether they are getting the needed math and writing 
or if they will end up having to take extra courses work in the future. There is  some 
uncertainty about this . 
• Students say that they spend the majority of their classroom time participating in open 
discussion and dialog. Many students commented on how comfortable they felt with t h i s  
type of open forum. They felt that this is  one of t h e  practices of t h e  program which 
3 
cont ri butes to t heir learn i ng and crit ical thinking processes. There are other students who 
d i d  not l i ke the open di scu ssi on and participat ion and would rather just have l ecture and 
t ak e  notes .  
• When st udent s were asked what they would l ike  t o  see more of in the program most of 
them said they wi shed t here was more structure, more balan ce i n  the material covered, and 
more connection of goals of the program to assignments given. They also wished to see 
more discu ssions in class . Students also commented on their need for help in reading and 
writing skills . They enjoyed the Hguest speakers" which included the other members of the 
faculty teams who came in t o  teach each other' s classes.  
• Students were asked what they would like to see less. of, and the overwhelming response 
was less reading assignments .  Many students felt that they were ·sometimes given reading 
assignments which were never discussed in class. If the assignment didn't  count for 
anything, they felt that it was not worth doing. Several students said that it was a waste of 
their time to do unused assignments and a waste of their money to buy books to read 
which are never discussed. 
• When students were asked to compare their Freshman Inquiry class to other classes, many 
commented about the smaller class size. This was instrumental in their feeling that they 
really knew people in their class, including knowing the instructor. They felt that just 
knowing one an others name was something they did not have the opportunity to do in 
other classes. They commented on the care and concern of faculty and mentors and how 
they really liked to come to class. Students appreciate that the program was structured 
around the needs of the students rather than students needing to mold themselves to a 
particular program. They frequently commented on the sizable amount of t ime spend in 
discussion and interaction in the classroom. The majority of students felt this was very 
valuable to their learning. 
"In this class I fee l more open to giving feedback."  
" In  my ot her classes I ' m  just lectured at-you don't  have much contact with the professor. " 
"My other classes have 300 people."  
" W e  are treat ed like teenagers, like right from high school . "  
" I n  this class y o u  are more self-motivated than other classes ."  
"They expect more out of this class than my other classes-we work harder here . "  
" I n  th is  class I ' m  expect ed to think, i n  my other classes I ' m  only expected t o  regurgitate ."  
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"In this class everything is intertwined . Somet imes I don't  have a word for it except maybe 
·confused ' . · ·  
• When students were asked to comment on their most ·memorable learning experience 
during the year, the maj ority of students talked about the close relationships which were 
developed over the yearlong course between and among students, mentors and faculty . .  
"Having them (instructors) be part of my life and they have been among the three teachers of my 
) entire life where I can look back and say, they made a difference. That ' s  what teaching, learning, 
l and life is all about . It ' s  very rare when you come across that . "  
"The first day o f  class when w e  did our �'first impressions" . I could look around at everybody and 
I was wrong. As I ' m  sure everybody can say about me. It ' s  just amazing that we j udge people so 
much on our first impressions which are so often wrong."  
"My most memorable-I guess the  people in the class." 
Many student s  commented on the content of what they had learned in class. 
"I've really enjoyed learning all the physics things and it really has made me look at the world in a 
different way . I look at things and think about them differently, now. I think that ' s  really 
valuable. It means that I learned it and I understand it. That ' s  what I think I was hoping for." 
• Many students felt that their most memorable experience was working in groups, some of 
them said they had never worked in groups like this before. 
"I like the writing response groups because in the past I've never actually shared my writing with 
a group of people and got feedback and it' s nice to share that. It ' s  l ike sharing a part of yourself 
It ' s  nice to get positive feedback about your writing." 
"We had to do a group presentation for our newsletter and there were certain people who weren't 
participating at all . At first I was ready to run them out .  I changed my mind and they prevailed . 
It just showed me that people come around . It restored my faith." 
• Students also talked about what they felt were the biggest obstacles to their learning.  The ' 
biggest obstacle they said they faced was in balancing the workload of the class with their 
work outside of class. In general they found it difficult to find the time needed to 
complete assignments. 
"Keeping this  class high enough on my priority list to actually do what needs to be done to make 
it though class .  Being able to balance work and school is really hard for me. I' m t he kind of  
person who l ikes to focus on  one thing. My focus i s  work but in  order to do the class I need to 
have some focus  here and i t ' s  hard to split my focus l ike that . "  
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"Balanci ng t he work I do for t hi s  c lass and the work I do for other c lasses . My schedu le is pretty 
set with my other classes, practi cing. With this class I ' l l end up t aking away from ot her things 
that I have to  do, t hat I normal ly have to do because of my routine.  I have to figu re out how to 
balance that . . . 
"The eight page paper we had to do.  I 've never written a paper that long before and it was really 
kind of overwhelming for me.· ·  
• Anot her obstacle students have is participating in class. Sharing in discussions does not 
come easily for many students.  For others, they said they needed to try not to dominate 
conversations because they felt they talked too much. 
�'I ' m  one of those people who doesn't  talk and I'm still trying to work on that . It ' s_ really hard for 
me. Hopefully, next term it will get better ."  
" I have a low tolerance level sometimes and I get impat ient with people and with myself. It' s  
such a free environment that people sometimes take advantage o f  it. I 'm guilty of that myself." 
"Talking, I don't l ike to talk in  class in front of people."  
Public Reports 
(See attached documents for written results from Classroom Observation Assessment which have 
been publicly disseminated over the last year. ) 
• Reports to Chuck White for presentation to various committees, conferences, as well as 
the Faculty Senate 
• Confidential reports are written for faculty and mentors on an ongoing basis 
• In Spring of 1 997, a presentation of our assessment efforts was made to General 
Education faculty and mentors at the annual Spring Retreat . 
• I n  the Fall of 1 997 we presented to General Education faculty the results of our 
assessment from the 1 996 academic year. 
• We are i n  the process of writing an article with Martha Balshem as a contribution to the 
Journal of General Education. 
• We have proposed a presentation to the American Association of Higher Education for 
the 1 998  National Conference on Higher Education in March of 1 998 . 
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T h is i s  a n  i n i t i a l ,  very b r i e f  s u m m a ry o f  focu sed i n te rv iews w i t h  F R  I N Q  
s t u d e n t s .  A p proxi mately 1 30 s t u d e n ts w e  i n t e r v i e \\'ed d u r i n g  m e n  t o r  
s ec t i o n . Qu ot es a re represe n t a t i v e .  
• M os t students chose the i r  theme and sect ion based on i n format ion du r i ng Fre s hm an 
Orientat i o n  i nc l ud i ng l i sten i n g to v ari ous i n structors .  some a l so chose base d o n  fr ie nds ' 
i npu t , some bec ause the cou rse rel ated to the i r  major .  
• Th e maj or i ty  of stude nts say t hat U n i vers i ty S tudies i s  a good idea and a g ood 
program . M ost l i ke having an op portu n i ty to take care of a ·varie ty of Ge n Ed 
requ i re me n ts i n  one c ourse . S tuden ts great l y apprec i ate the work and car i n g o f  the 
facu l ty and the men tors . There is  some concern abou t exac t l y i f  and how t hey are 
ge tt i ng e nough of the right k i nd of math and wr i t i ng or i f  they w i l l  end u p  need i n g to 
take those cou rses an yway. Not hav i ng any th i ng to compare the requ i reme n t s  t o .  they 
j u st are n ' t  sure about  this  part . 
• S tude nts h ave some understanding of purpose and obj ec t i ves of U n i vers i t y S tud ies . 
They u n derstand the prem ise of a GenEd program , but need more i n format ion 
i nc l udi n g  the  amou :i t  of t i me th is  cou rse w i l l  take compared to  other  c l asse s .  ho w  the  
men tor sec t ions connect  w i th the c l ass , and how thei r m ath and wr i t i n g c redi ts are 
fu l fi l l ed .  They tend to feel  that the mentor secti ons would benefi t them more i f  
struc tu red d i fferent ly  - - the i r thou ghts o n  th i s seem t o  be i n fi uenced by t he men tor 
sec t i on s hav i n g  "zero cred if ' .  
• L i kew i se , read i ng ass i gnmen ts and homework w h ich i s  not used or ta l ked abo u t  i n  
c l ass  i s  o ften left u ndone . S tudents say . "If we are n ' t  sure that i t  cou n t s .  i t  i s  n ot worth 
do i n g because we have so much e lse to do . ' '  "If you aren ' t  sure you are go i n g to use 
the i n formati on you don ' t  try as hard." "If  the projec ts or ass i gnments don ' t  obv i o u s l y  
c o n n ec t  they don ' t seem worth doin g." " I p u t  read i ng a n d  ass ignmen ts on l ow p ri ority 
w h i ch I d on ' t  fee l  w i l l  be addressed i n  c l ass . "  "If read i ngs aren ' t  d i scussed . we don ' t 
d o  t hem . "  "There are so many ass ignmen ts that I j us t try to do the ones I fee l I rea l l y 
h ave to . ' '  
• Nearl y  all student s  see a d ifference betwee n the ir  Freshman I nqu i ry c l ass and other  
PS U c l asses -- about FRINQ they say , "We ge t to  know e ach other, tal k  m ore free ly  i n  
c l ass , fee l more a part of the c l ass i n  genera l . we are part of c reat i ng the c l ass ."  "We 
get a l ot of attent ion from the teac her and the peer men tors . They real l y  do care abou t 
y ou . yo u aren ' t jus t a face i n  a crowd . "  "I t  cou l d  be m i s lead i ng because you th i n k you 
w i l l  ge t t h i s  much atten t ion in other c l asses and rea l l y i t ' s  the oppos i te . "  T hey all  say 
t h at they do a lot more work i n  FRINQ than i n  any ot he r c l ass. 
• In  some c l asses stude n ts feel much closer to peopl e  in the i r  own men tor se c t ion t h an to 
the rest  o f  c l ass members . Th is appears , i n  ou r o bservat i o n ,  to be t i ed to t h e amou n t  of 
g roup act iv i ty and i n teraction which occurs i n  the mai n c l ass .  The more s t ru c t u red 
' 
g rou p i n terac t i on i n  the cl ass ,  where stu den ts "have to" pan ic i pate , the c l oser are t h e i r  
rel at i o n s h i p s  w i th t h e  c l ass a s  a whole,  a n d  t h e  more l i ve l y  they are i n  t h e  me n t or 
sec t i o n s .  
• S lu dents ta l k  abou t t he i r Fre sh m an I nq u i ry c lasses ou t s i de o f  c l ass .  They d i sc uss w hat  
they l i k e .  w h at t tiey don ' t  l i ke , w h at g rades they get . w h at makes sense o r  no t  abou t t he 
prog ram . etc . etc . etc . They h a ve a whole  conve rsat i o n  goi n g  on w i t h  eac h o t h e r  abo u t  
t he c l ass ,  t h at i s  not part of t h e  ac tual  c.\ ass t i me .  · ·we ta l k  about th is �1 1 1d  t h e re � re l o l ."> 
of  part s  peo p l e l i ke ,  d i s l i ke . u n de rstand . don ' t  u n derstand . and then we j us t  go i n  t h e re 
l i k e  noth i n g  i s  goi ng  o n . "  
5130/97 
C h e ry l  Ramette  and Robbie J essen 
B i ggest o b s t a c l es a c cord i n g  to t h e  s t u d e n ts : 
• Vt a i n  c o i i c e rn  abou t the program : A n x i e t y  about t ransfer�1 b i l i t y  of c red i ts .  S tude n t s  fee l  
"stu c k  h e re " ,  w ou l d  te l l friends  tl) e nr o l l al PSU o n l y i f  ) l ) Li a re su re you a rc goin�  t o  
he  here a l l fou r  years . T h e y  have de pe nded on word o f  m o u t h  fro m o t h e r  s tude n ts 
\1.: h i c h h as i nc l u ded most l y  m is i n format i o n .  (Th i s  proble m i s  n o\v be i n g  add ressed i n  a 
var i e ty o f  \v ay s ,  i nc l u d i ng new ad v i � i n g mate ri al s and ad v i s i n g  w orks hops deve l ope d 
t h rou g h t h e  O ffice of U n i versi ty S tu d i es . )  
• Secon d : " H o w  does th i s  course re l ate to my m ajor and am .1 gett ing t he bas ics  I nee d '?" 
• H ard to k n ow w h at to ex pect -- "fi rs t  term \Ve are d i scuss i ng a l o l .  then n e x t  term i t  i s  
as i f  the  i n s truc tor and mentor rea l i ze d we had n ' t  learned en ough and so we got  a w ho le 
bunch of as s i gnments .  We need m o re bal ance,  need to know how to p l a n ." "Too 
many assi gn me n ts :  Want more med i u m  sized ass ign men ts . less smal l and huge 
ass i g n me n t s . "  
• C l ass o ften feels  l i ke a lecture - o r  s tudents are so used to lectu re that they are not s u re 
about w h e n  or how to part ici pate i n  c l ass .  " I  get confused s i nce people t reat i t  as a 
lecture c l ass at some p·o int  but i n  the teac her' s m i nd maybe i t  isn ' t and she ' l l  ask 
quest i on s  l i ke i n  the middle of it, l i ke d i rect l y  ask everybody or somebody spec i fi c a l l y .  
Every bo d y  j ust k i nd o f  sits there .  " \ve ' re j us t su pposed t o  h e  absorb i ng i n format i o n " . I 
t h i nk t h at ' s w h y  there ' s  i n acti v i ty i n  respon ses  . . .  
• Don ' t  h a ve c omputer at home, need to come here to do ass i gn m�nts. c heck emai l - ­
the n ofte n h ave to wait to u se a c omputer. 
• Can ' t  ge t i nto the mentor section the y wan t .  
M ost impo rtant  learning a ccordin g t o  the students:  
• Hands down most i mportant :  The othe r i nstructors v i si t i ng the c lass. Th i s  provides 
confidence for students that they are i n deed recei vi ng an i n terd i sc ip l i nary educat ion,  
that they are gett ing  to  i nterac t w i th facu l ty  who spec ia l ize i n  other disc i pl ines. that the i r 
bases are be i ng covered.  They real l y  apprec i ate th is . I t  makes the idea of 
i nterd i sc i pl i n ary learn i n g  real . 
• S eco n d :  Fie l d  tri ps ( for those who we nt)  -- " I c ame bac k fee l i ng that I had bonded w i t h  
everybody a n d  w i th a n e w  enthusi asm for t he c l ass . "  " See i ng the ( p l ay , e x h i bi ts )  
h e l pe d  me to  understand parts of t h e  c l ass ass i g nments ( e s p .  sc ience , m ath ) that I w a s  
re al l y  stru gg l i n g  w i th before ." 
• Gett i n g  to know people i n  the c l ass .  mak i n g  friends . " 1  now have very c l ose friends 
whq I met in this c lass , I am roo m m ates now with one of my friends from th i s  c l ass . · ·  
• " Hav i n g  these people and te achers as part o f  my l i fe .  They m ake a d i ffe rence. i t  i s  rare .
' 
That i s  w h at teac h i n g,  learn i n g and l i fe i s  a l l  about ."  
• ' 'W ri t i n g  the b iography - - I hadn ' t  e ve r  w r i t ten  an y th i n g tha l  b ig . " 
• Work i n g i n  a group - - " 1  d i d n ' t re a l i ze that  work ing i n  a g ro u p  cou l d  be coo l . . .  
• Teac h i n g  se c t i ot"l s  of the c l ass . do i n g  ass i g n m e nt s w here students  need lo 
spe ak/te ac h/d i scuss v.,: i th others :  .. 1 w as just  t a l k i ng about  lhc c l ass to my mo m one day 
and I \ve n t  off and to ld her  abo u t  the e n t i re h istory o r  ( the top i c  we h ad bee n learn i ng 
abou t ) .  A n d  th at just comple te l y  blew my m i n d  because I d i d n ' t k n ow lhal I k ne w  t h a t  
much about i t � , .  
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Cheryl  Rame t le and R obbie Jessen 
